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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Samvurt Henry Day, barrister, has been appointed a 
Master of the King’s Bench Division, in the place of Mr. 
Joszrn Kays, deceased. Mr. Day (whois a son of Mr. Justice 
Day) was called to the bar in 1876. 





Many or our readers will have seen with much regret the 
announcement of the death, on Tuesday last, of Mr. Lavrz, the late 
Chancery Registrar. He was a man of exceptional knowledge 
and ability, and we hope next week to furnish some account of 
his characteristics. 





THE NOVEL proceeding at the meeting last week of the expul- 
sion of a bankrupt member of the Incorporated Law Society, 
whose discharge been withheld on the ground that he had 
not kept proper books and attributed his bankruptcy to gambling, 
is in every way to be commended. The penalty entailed on the 
solicitor by his expulsion may not be great, but the publicity 
given to the sentence of excommunication is a serious matter. 





Tux osviovs reflection on Earl Russerx’s trial is that it affords 
an instance of much cry and little wool. That all this expense 
and trouble, summoning of learned judges and peers to perspire 
in State raiment, and closing of courts to the ordinary litigant, 
should have been incurred to receive a plea of guilty and decide 
on the sentence for bigamy is a ridiculous anachronism which 
it may be hoped will never be repeated. The arguments 
against the indictment were, it is stated, nearly inaudible, but it 
may be presumed that they were those which were discussed 
more than a year ago in this journal (vol. 44, p. 403). 





Srx or the candidates for election as members of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society (not including Mr. 
Harvey Ouirron) have selected their “ platform,” and have 
made haste to announce it to the electors. In a circular, 
dated July, 1901 they state that ‘‘The present absence of 
facilities for obtaining reasonable refreshments in the hall of 
the institution, which has long been a standing grievance of the 
country members, is not likely to be remedied until a material 
change is made in the personnel of the Council.” Assuming 
that solicitors are, like the individual in King Henry VIII., 
men “of an unbounded stomach,” this would not be a bad 
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rallying cry. But, as Mr. Exrerr points out in a letter which 
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we publish elsewhere, the Six Candidates are a little behind- 
hand with their information. The Council have, he says, 
already taken over the club premises; have opened a room 
at the Law Institution for tea, coffee, and light refreshments, 
and have adopted the report of a committee recommending 
alterations in the society’s buildings with the object of affording 
additional facilities for obtaining refreshments. 





THE ENTERPRISING lady who desired to obtain admittance to 
the Scotch Law Agents’ Examination has suffered defeat ; the 
unanimous decision of the whole of the judges of the Court of 
Session being that women are not eligible to be admitted as law 
agents. The grounds of the judgment of the second division of the 
court apply to the question whether a woman can be admitted asa 
solicitor in England. Under the Act regulating the admission of 
law agents in Scotland, the court is authorized to admit ‘‘ persons” 
to be law agents. This word, as the court admitted, is equally 
applicable to males and females ; but in the case of an ambigu- 
ous term, such meaning must be assigned to it as is 
‘“‘in accordance with inveterate usage.” No one except a 
male had ever been admitted as a law agent; hence the 
court construed the term ‘‘person” as meaning ‘male 
person.” Now, section 10 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, 
provides that ‘‘ a person who has obtained from the Incorporated 
Law Society a certificate of having passed a final examination 
may apply to the Master of the Rolls to be admitted as a 
solicitor,”’ &c.; hence, according to the judgment of the Scotch 
court, as a woman has never been admitted a solicitor, the word 
‘* person ” in the Solicitors Act must read “ male person.” We 
have reason to believe that a deplorable accident has prevented 
the question from being raised in the English courts. Some 
time ago, if rumour speaks correctly, a gifted lady entered the 
office of a well-known firm of Lincoln’s-inn solicitors, and 
pursued her studies with an energy and success far exceeding 
that of the ordinary articled clerk. Everything was promising 
for a judicial settlement of the question whether she could be 
admitted to the examinations of the Incorporated Law Society 
when, sad to say, she took unto herself a husband, and quitted 
for ever the region of Lincoln’s-inn. 





REcENTLY, in discussing what constitutes infringement of a 
patent (ante, p. 272), we dealt with the question how far the 
possession of an infringing article constitutes infringement, and 
we stated the rule of law on this point, as we considered it then 
stood, as follows: ‘‘ Although mere possession in itself of an in- 
fringing article is not an infringement, yet where the possession 
is for trade purposes, you have infringement, and it is quite im- 
material whether the possessor is the maker of the infringing 
article or whether he procures it from someone else.’”’ The 
reason why possession for trade purposes is infringement is 
because it is in fact a user of the patented invention. On this 
point the recent case of the Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. British 
and Colonial Motor Co, (18 R. P. C. 313) is interesting. There 
the defendants exhibited at the Agricultural Hall certain motor 
cars on the wheels of which were tyres being infringements of the 
plaintiffs’ patent. These tyres had been put on the cars by the 
manufacturers by mistake, and there was no intention on the 
part of the defendants of selling or offering for sale these tyres 
with the cars. Ifa car was sold, the infringing tyres would be 
taken off and non-infringing tyres put on. It was contended 


for the defendants that they were not, under these circumstances, | 
i ‘courts. In Attorney-General v. Berkshire County Council, before 


infringers, but Lord Atverstonz held that they were. He said, 
in effect, that the cars, when exhibited, were supported by the 
tyres, which were fully inflated, and were serving the purpose 
of supporting the cars, and that intending purchasers would 


want to know whether the weight of a car was such that it could | 
be supported by pneumatic tyres. Therefore, the Lord Chief, 
Justice was clearly of opinion that this was a use by the 
defendants of the patented invention, and he laid down this rule: | 


“Ita uses an invention to present his goods for sale, and 
intending the thing exhibited to represent what he is going to 
sell, and if part of that thing is an article which is an infringement 
and is ing a useful purpose during that time by being 


exhibited as part of the machine, I think it is a user of the 
invention.” 








WE az: glad to see that the Marine Insurance Bill has been 
re-introduced in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. 
The Bill was first introduced by the late Lord Hzrsonett in 
1894, and its provisions were considered by a committee which 
met at first under the presidency of Sir Roszrr Rez, then 
Attorney-General, and afterwards of Lord Henscuerz himself. 
It consisted of gentlemen representing the various interests 
involyed—shipowners, average adjusters, and underwriters— 
and also the draftsman of the Bill, Mr. Cuatmers. The first 
thirty-three clauses—there are ninety-five altogether—were 
further examined and passed, with some small amend- 
ments, by a Select Committee of the House of Lords, 
which included the Lord Chancellor, Lord Hzrscuert, Lord 
Watson, and Lord Roruscurrp. But since the death of 
Lord Herscuett we believe that no one till now has taken 
charge of the Bill. Meanwhile an interesting statement of 
the law founded upon its clauses has been published in 
Messrs. CoatmErs and Owen’s “ Digest of the Law relating to 
Marine Insurance.”” The law of marine insurance has been 
hitherto almost entirely judge-made, and there is always the 
danger that codification may arrest free and natural develop- 
ment. On the other hand, in a matter commercially so 
important it is of prime necessity that the law should be 
certain and readily accessible, and though progress is not to be 
looked for this session, it is to be hoped, now that Lord 
Hatspury has taken the matter up, that it will before long 
be carried to a successful issue. 


Opportunity has been taken of the passage of the Finance 
Bill through Committee in the House of Commons to add a 
clause providing for the difficulty with regard to policies of 
marine insurance revealed by the recent judgment of Bicuaw, J., 
in Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation v. Sjoforsakrings Aktie- 
Bolaget Vega (ante, pp. 592, 597). In practice it is necessary to 
add to a twelve months’ time policy a ‘continuation clause ”’ 
to the effect that if the ship should be at sea or abroad at the 
expiration of the twelve months she shall remain covered by the 
insurance until arrival at the port of final destination. By 
section 93 (2) of the Stamp Act, 1891, however, no policy of sea 
insurance may be made for any time exceeding twelve months. 
In the case above mentioned a time policy was held 
void as to the continuation clause, and the law was shewn 
to be opposed to common commercial practice. Insurance 
brokers and underwriters saw at once that a way would have to 
be found for rehabilitating the clause, and a suitable provision 
has now been inserted in the Finance Bill. ‘‘ Notwithstanding 
anything contained in the Stamp Act, 1891 ”—so runs clause 11 
—‘*a policy of sea insurance made for time may contain a 
continuation clause as defined in this section, and such a policy 
shall not be invalid on the ground only that by reason of the 
continuation clause it may become available for a period 
exceeding twelve months.” The continuation clause will 
attract an additional stamp duty of sixpence, and a further 
stamp will be required if the risk covered by the clause 
attaches, the clause being then deemed to operate as a separate 
contract. The clause concludes with a definition of the ‘‘con- 
tinuation clause.” 





Two cases of interest relating to the duty or the right to 
repair or reinstate a public bridge have lately been before the 


Bucxrey, J., on the 20th ult., the point at issue was whether the 
parish (now represented by the rural distriet council as high- 
way authority) or the county was liable to repair a bridge erected 
in the last century. Primd facie the liabilityto repair a public 
bridge lies upon the county under the statute 22 Hen. 8, 
c.5; but as to bridges which did not exist in the year 
1803 this liability is (under 43 Geo. 3, c. 59) limited to 
bridges constructed to the satisfaction of the county surveyor. 
In the case under discussion the date of the bridge was clearly 
established, and the learned judge held that the execution by 
the parish from time to time of repairs of a trifling nature, and 
the absence of any evidence of repair by the county, were not 
sufficient to negative the liability of the county. Ta Campbell 
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Davys v. Lloyd (reported elsewhere), the contention was as 
to the right to reinstate a public footbridge which had 
been destroyed, the defendants affirming that they had the right 
to reconstruct the bridge and to enter upon the plaintiff's land 
for the purpose, and the plaintiff denying the existence of such 
aright. The defendants could not put their alleged right any 
o_o than that of the right of an ordinary member of the 
public to put a highway in such a state as to make it passable. 
The right of a passenger along a highway to remove an 
obstruction which prevents his user of the road is clear: see 
James v. Hayward (Oro. Oar. 184), in which case a passenger 
was held to be justified in removing a gate which had 
been erected across a public road. But even in such cases it is 
more prudent to obtain a judicial decision as to the unlawfulness 
of the obstruction before removing it: see Bagshaw v. Buxton 
Local Board (1 Ch. D., at p. 224). In the present case, however, 
there was no nuisance which the defendants could have a right 
to abate; there was simply nonfeasance (presumably on the 
part of the highway authority who ought to have maintained 
the bridge). There was, therefore, no right on the part of any 
member of the public to restore the bridge. The consequences 
of deciding otherwise might, as Romzr, L.J., pointed out, have 
been serious ; a highway authority might find themselves fore- 
stalled by a private individual restoring according to his own 
designs a bridge which it would become the duty of the highway 
authority to maintain. 





Ir wovtp not be easy to exaggerate the importance of the 
case of Rex v. Tibbits and Windust, tried a few days ago at the 
Bristol Assizes. We had to notice in these columns recently the 
misconduct of certain newspapers in relation to a murder trial 
at the Old Bailey. No one can fail to notice the growing eager- 
ness of some papers to pander to the public taste for sensational 
news. The law is probably strong enough to protect the 
reputation of individuals, as was shewn by the large damages 
which a jury gave against a newspaper a few days ago in a case 
of libel. It remains to be proved, however, whether the law 
is strong enough to prevent interference with the due course of 
justice ; and that will be shewn when the conviction recorded in 
the recent case comes before the Court for the Consideration of 
Crown Oases Reserved. The defendants were the editor and 
a member of the staff of a certain weekly newspaper, and the 
indictment charged them with conspiring together and with 
attempting to pervert the course of justice. Stated shortly, 
their offence was the publication of items of news concerning 
certain accused persons whose case excited great public 
interest, and whose alleged misdeeds had aroused popular 
resentment. Before trial, even before committal for 
trial, this paper by the pen of one of the defendants, who was 
known as a “‘ crime investigator,” published particulars of the 
past life and career of the accused persons. It is difficult to 
imagine anything more calculated to interfere with the proper 
trial of a prisoner than such a course. The men who are to 
him as jurors of course read the papers. They are ordinary 
members of society, very often of imperfect education, and 
agen! liable to be considerably influenced by what they read. 
tis well known with what scrupulous care the English law 
keeps from the knowledge of a jury dark facts in the life of a 

risoner which are not connected with the .charge actually 

eing tried. It does not seem tolerable that a newspaper should 
be allow publish to the jury and the world matter which 
would not be admissible in evidence at the trial, and which tends 
to prejudice the minds of readers against the accused. It was 
argued, however, on behalf of the defendants in the recent 
case that they were not liable to be convicted, as no 
proof was given that their published statements were untrue, 
and as there was no proof that they intended to procure 
& false verdict. Whether such proof was n or not will 
have to be determined by the King’s Bench Division. If the 
defendants are guilty of an offence, it is one at common law, 


Tue case of La Société Anonyme des Anciens Etablissements 
Panhard et Levassor v. Panhard-Levassor Motor Co. and Others, 
decided by Farwst1, J. (reported elsewhere), isa good example of 
the lengths to which the spirit of commercial enterprize may be 
pushed. No actual instance of “ ing off ” was either alleged 
or proved, but it is difficult to see for what other purpose the 
defendant company was incorporated, with a capital of £100, 
unless there was an intention to prevent the plaintiffs from 
obtaining a market for goods in England under the name by 
which they are known in France. When several persons 
combine together to form a company, and give it a name which 
has absolutely no connection either with themselves or any 
business formerly carried on by any of them, the case is different 
even from the Day & Martin case (Croft v. Day, 7 Beay. 84), 
where the defendants were at least trading under their own 
names. The present case is easily distinguishable from Chivers 
v. Chwers (17 R. P. OC. 420), in which Farwett, J., said: 
‘Apart from the fraudulent intention to be inferred from the 
assumption of a name to which a man is not born, and to which 
the reputation of a well-known and successful trade is attached, 
every man has a right to trade in his own name so long as he 
does not use it in such a manner as to represent that he is 
carrying on his rival’s trade. In my judgment also if a man, 
as here, has an old-established business which he has been 
carrying on for fifteen years or so under his own name, 
he does not, within the meaning of the exception to which 
I have just referred, and which would in i be probably 
evidence of a fraudulent intent, adopt a name which does not 
belong to him if he simply continues to use his own name, but 
attaches that name of his own to a company which he formed 
to carry on the business which he has himself carried on.” 
In that case there was every element of bona fides. But the 
main interest of the Panhard-Levassor case lies in the fact 
that an injunction was granted to restrain the seven signatories 
to the memorandum of association from allowing the defendant 
company to remain registered. During the course of the trial 
the learned judge remarked that it would be interesting to 
know whether men who combine to commit a tort can protect 
themselves from personal liability by forming a limited 
company for that purpose. But the circumstances of the case 
did not permit that point to be decided. 





Tue precision of Buoxtgy, J., in Bradshaw v. Widdri 
(ante, p. 653) deals with a point upon the Statute of Limitations 
which has been the subject of a good deal of a. = 
the statute is running against a _—— oO. it may 
stopped either by acknowledgment of his title or by part 
payment of principal or payment of interest, but while it is 
expressly provided that an acknowledgment must be in writing 
signed by the person by whom the mortgage money is payable, 
or his agent, it is otherwise with payment, and it is left 
indefinite by whom a payment can be effectually made so as to 
save the mortgagee’s title. Thus section 8 of the Real Property 
Limitaton Act, 1874, replacing section 40 of the Act of 1833, 
that no action shall be brought to recover any sum of 
secured by mortgage but within ae of the 
of a present right to receive the same, “ in i 
some oa of the principal money, or some interest 
have id, or some wledgment of the 
shall have _~ in writing, signed by the 
= same = Payable, wae agent, to es 
ereto, or his agent.” Upon this provision 
clear a oe — “by the -— by 
shall able, or his agent, ‘ g Secneeeenm, 
or also 25 cxpmnenh; but, or to the decision of the House 
of Lords in Chinnery v. Evane (11 H. L. Oas. 115), as understood 
by the Court of Appeal in Harlock v. Ashberry (19 Oh. D. 589), 
the former part of the sentence must be construed as 
at “paid,” and this agrees with the of the 
Property Limitation Act, 1887 (1 Vict. o. 28), where the 
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but it is one to which reference is made in section 29 of the ent which will check the operation of the statute against 
Criminal Procedure Act, 1851. That section enables a court to a mortgagee is left equally indefinite. Under oe circum- 


sentence an offender to imprisonment with hard labour for aeons © nee tee See Se ee 


certain misdemeanours, one being conspi “to obstruct, pre- 
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could not be made by the mortgagor after he had parted with 
the equity of redemption. But this view was considered and 
rejected by the House of Lords in Chinnery v. Evans, and it was 
held that, while a payment by a mere stranger would be 
ineffectual, yet a payment made by the mortgagor or on his 
behalf would keep the mortgage alive against the assignee 
of the equity of redemption. It was pointed out that it 
would be unjust to the mortgagee if, while continuing to 
receive from the person liable to pay the interest due upon 
his mortgage, he was to be deprived of the estates com- 
prised in his mortgage by the act of the person entitled to 
the equity of redemption only. And the principle was further 
extended by the Judicial Committee in Lewin v. Wilson (11 App. 
Cas. 639), where it was held that the payment need not be by a 
person liable to pay. It is sufficient if ‘‘ made by a person who 
under the terms of the contract it entitled to make a tender, and 
from whom the mortgagee is bound to accept a tender, of money 
for the defeasance or redemption of the mortgage.” Hence a 
payment by a person other than the mortgagor in possession, 
who by the mortgage deed was entitled to make it, and who was 
personally liable under a collateral bond, was held to be effectual 
to keep up the charge against the land. 





In THE cAsE of Bradshaw vy. Widdrington (ante, p. 653) 
Bucxxezy, J., seems to have given a considerable extension to the 
principles which have thus been laid down as to the person by 
whom a payment may be made in respect of a mortgage so as to 
exclude the operation of the Statute of Limitations. For the 
purpose of this point the circumstances of the case can be shortly 
stated as follows: In 1879 A. mortgaged a certain estate to CO. 
to secure £5,171 and interest. A. borrowed the money for the 
use of his son, B., to whom it was forthwith paid over, and B. 
gave to A. a bond for repayment of the amount with interest. It 
was arranged between A. and B. that the latter should keep down 
the interest on the mortgage. The same solicitors acted for all 
parties and received the interest from B., and till 1885 their books 
treated it as being paid by B. toA., and by A. to ©. After that 
date the interest was treated as being paid direct by B. to CO. 
In 1892 B. paid the principal sum to H., a member of the firm 
of solicitors, to be applied in discharge of the mortgage debt, 
but it was not paid over toC. The books of the firm shewed 
the mortgage money to be still due to him, and interest 
continued to be entered as paid by B. to 0, In the meantime, 
partly in 1884, and partly in 1887, the mortgaged estate had 

m conveyed to D., the conveyances expressing that it was 
free from incumbrances. In 1899 H. committed suicide, and, 
the payments of interest to OC. thereupon ceasing, C. claimed to 
enforce his mortgage against the land. D. objected that there 
had been no payment of interest for more than twelve years, 
and that the mortgage was accordingly barred by the statute, but 
Bucxey, J., overruled the objection on the ground that B., by 
whom the interest had in fact been paid within the twelve 
years, although not liable to pay as between himself and C., the 


mortgagee, was yet liable as between himself and A., the mort- 


gagor, and consequently the payment by him was effectual. It 
would seem, however, that this goes beyond anything decided 
in any of the cases mentioned Bond Both Chinnery v. Evans 
and Harlock vy. Ashberry contemplate that the payment shall 
be made by a person who is actually liable to the mortgagee to 
pay, and Lewin vy. Wilson, in carrying the matter further, still 
restricted effectual payment to payment by a person who was 
under the mortgage contract entitled to pay. In the present 
case there was no privity at all between B., who made the pay- 
ments, and ©., the mortgagee, and it is by no means clear that 
the arrangement by which B. was liable to A. could put him in 
the position of a person able to make effectual payments to the 
m ee. Of course A. might have constituted B. his agent to 
make the payments, but the decision of Bucxxzy, J., was not 
based on anysuch agency. In the result O.’s mortgage was held 
to be still a charge upon the land in the hands of D. 


A corREsPonvEnt, in a letter which we print elsewhere, raises 
the question of the right of a certificated bailiff to obtain in- 
directly more than the authorized charges for levying distresses. 


certificated bailiff, and he refuses to act unless the landlord 
agrees to pay him a fee in addition to the authorized charges, 
and will not always act even when an undertaking to pay the 
excess is offered. We are not aware that a bailiff by taking out 
a certificate becomes bound as a public officer to execute all the 
warrants of distress which are brought to him, but if his con- 
duct causes general inconvenience we should imagine it would not 
be difficult to get his certificate revoked, and in this way pressure 
might be indirectly put upon him to compel him to do his duty. 
Under the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, the certificate 
could be revoked for “any extortion or other misconduct in 
the execution of his duty as a bailiff.” Requiring payment 
of more than the authorized charges seems clearly to be 
extortion, and refusing without good cause—such as pressure 
of business—to execute a warrant may be “misconduct in the 
execution of his duty as a bailiff.” But though these are 
circumstances which would weigh with the county court judge, 
he is not now restricted to them and under the Act of 1895 he 
may cancel a certificate as he pleases. Probably this is the 
procedure which would meet the case stated by our corres- 
pondent. 





THE opsERvATIONs of the Master of the Rolls in the recent 
case of Thompson v. City Glass Bottle Co. (Limited), with respect 
to the giving of security for costs, should check somewhat the 
growth of appeals from the county courts in cases under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, i897. According to what was there laid 
down, the same considerations apply to cases under either 
statute—namely, that as the appellant in such cases is really 
seeking to impugn the decision of a tribunal specially con- 
stituted by the Legislature to hear and determine them, and 
invested with exclusive original jurisdiction in regard thereto, it 
is only fair that he should - required to give security for costs 
of appeal where the respondent might be exposed to hardship if 
this were not done. This intimation of the Court of Appeal 
cannot fail to be acceptable to employers, who, we believe, are 
not unfrequently made respondents by impecunious appellants 
with nothing to lose but everything to gain by appealing from 
the county courts to a higher tribunal in cases within either or 
both of the above-mentioned statutes. We feel confident, 
however, that, where reasonable grounds of appeal exist, and 
unconditional leave to appeal has been given, security for costs 
will not be exacted from appellants against whom nothing but 
want of means can be alleged. 








THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 


Purcuase oF Lanp rv a OCompursory Disrricr wira Oapiral 
Monery ARISING UNDER THE SETTLED Lanp Aors, 


Tux subject-matter above indicated appears to us to afford a good 
illustration of the chaos introduced into real property law by 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897. The Settled Land Act, 1882 
(section 24 (1)), provides that “land acquired by purchase 
shall be made subject to the settlement in manner directed in this 
section”; sub-section 2, ‘‘ Freehold land shail be conveyed to the 
uses, on the trusts . which, under the settlement 
‘ are subsisting with respect to thesettled land . . .”; 
sub-section 3, ‘Leasehold land shall be conveyed to and 
vested in the trustees of the settlement on trusts . . . corre 
sponding, as nearly as the law and circumstances permit, 
with the uses, trusts, powers, and provisions, to, on, and subject 
to which freehold land is to be conveyed as aforesaid ...” It 
will be noted that the section is compulsory in terms, and the 
result is that (a) where freeholde are purchased under a settle- 
ment by way of legal limitations, they mugt be conveyed to the 
uses subsisting under the settlement so as to create correspon 
legal limitations; (5) where freeholds are purchased under 4 
settlement by way of equitable limitations, the legal fee be 
vested in the trustees of the settlement, the purchased lan 
must be conveyed to the use of the trustees in fee upon the 
trusts subsisting under the settlement ; (c) where leaseholds are 
purchased, they must be assigned to the trustees of the settle 
ment upon trusts corresponding with the uses or trusts subsisting 





In a particular county court district, he states, there is only one | 





under the settlement with respect to freeholds. 
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Let us consider now the operation of the Land Transfer Acts 
and rules in each of these three cases, when the land purchased 
is situated in a district in which registration is compulsory. 

The Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 6 (1), provides that 
“Settled land may (at the option of the tenant for life) be 
registered either in the name of the tenant for life, or, where 
there are trustees with powers of sale, in the names of those 
trustees, or, where there is an overriding power of appointment 
of the fee simple, in the names of the persons in whom that power 
is vested.” In modern settlements of real estate the trustees 
seldom or never have any power of sale, and are merely appointed 
trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. Let us 
suppose that the settlement in question is a modern one, and that 
it does not contain an overriding power of appointment (or, 
having originally contained one, that the power has come to an 
end by the death of one of the joint appointors). In such a case the 
tenant for life, whether legal or equitable, is the only person 
who under an ordinary settlement of real estate can penlhty be 
registered as first proprietor of the lands purchased, either 
under the sub-section quoted above or any other provision in the 
Acts orrules. The Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 6 (8), provides : 
“Subject to the maintenance of the right of the registered 
proprietor to deal by registered disposition with any 
land whereof he is registered as proprietor, the estates, rights, 
and interests of the persons for the time being entitled 
under any settlement comprising the land shall be 
unaffected by the registration of that proprietor.” This 
sub-section is obviously intended to cut down, in the case 
of settled land (inter alia): Land Transfer Act 1875, ss. 7, 
8, 9, and 13 (et seg.), as altered by the Land Transfer Rules, 
1898, which in effect provide that the registration of 
a first +e proprietor of freehold or leasehold land shall 
vest in him an estate in fee simple in such land, or the 
possession of the land comprised in the lease for all the lease- 
hold estate therein (subject as provided in the sections and 
rules). It seems reasonably clear, therefore, that the tenant 
for life on registration as first proprietor, though he gets the 
statutory powers to transfer and charge, does not acquire any 
greater estate in the purchased land than that to which he is 
entitled under the settleoment—.c., in case (a) a legal estate for 
life; in case () an equitable estate for life, and in case (c) an 
equitable interest corresponding with an estate for life; since 
no other construction would leave the estates, &c., of the persons 
entitled under the settlement unaffected. 

Now comes the difficulty as it appears to us. The Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, s. 20 (1), provides that in a compulsory 
district “‘@ person shall not under any conveyance on sale 

; acquire the legal estate in any freehold land .. . 
unless or until 4e is registered as proprietor of the land.” The 
Land Transfer Rules, 1898, r. 59, provide that in a similar case 
“an assignment on sale of a lease or underlease shall 
operate only as an agreement, and shall not pass any legal 
estate to the assignee unless or until he is registered as 
proprietor of the lease or underlease.” The conveyance of the 
purchased freeholds to the uses of, or to the use of the trustees 
upon the trusts of, the settlement in cases (a) and (4) seems 
clearly to be a ‘‘conveyance on sale” within the definition in 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 20 (2), since it does confer or 
complete a title under which the legal or equitable tenant for 
life can apply for registration as first proprietor of the land. 
Sub-section 1, set out above, therefore, applies to these two 
cases. Fox a similar reason the assignment of the purchased 
leaseholds fo the trustees upon corresponding trusts in case (c) 
seems clearly to be an “assignment” within the definition in 
the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, r. 60, as amended by 1., June, 
1899, r. 4. Rule 59, set out above, therefore, applies to this 
case, 

We have already given our reasons for concluding that the 
tenant for life does not on registration acquire more than a 
legal estate for life in case (a), or any legal estate at all in cases 
(6) and (c), What then becomes of the legal remainder in fee 
in case (a)? of the legal fee in possession in case (4)? of the 

term of years in case (c) ? 
the language of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, 8. 20 (1) 
(supra) is to receive its ordinary interpretation, it would seem 


the persons entitled in remainder under the settlement unless or 
until their interests successively vest in ion, and they are 
successively registered as proprietors of the purchased land, it 
may be thirty or forty years hence. It is conceived that the 
section cannot be intended to operate on the grantee to uses, 
since, if it did, then (1) unless the tenant for life, who alone is 
ex hypothest capable of being registered as first proprietor, 
were made grantee to uses, no one could ever acquire any legal 
estate under the conveyance ; (2) if the tenant for life were made 
grantee to uses, the section would still apparently prevent the 
uses from being executed in favour of the remaindermen until 
they were successively registered as proprietors of the land, and 
if the tenant for life on registration acquired the legal fee as 
grantee to uses, he would apparently hold the remainder in fee 
expectant on his life estate upon trust for the remaindermen 
until their respective registrations, which is the very thing that 
section 6 (8) (supra) seems intended to prevent. ; 
In case (5) the trustees (who under the conveyance in 
accordance with the “"~ * “—_ 1882, s. 24 (supra), —_ 
to acquire the le ee), not having a power of sale, 
ps ey be aR. as proprietors of the purchased land; 
consequently they can never acquire the legal estate. , 
Similarly in case (c), which seems to be the worst case, since 
leaseholds can only be made to follow the limitations of the 
settlement with respect to freeholds by being vested in trustees 
upon trusts to correspond therewith, the trustees are the 
“assignees,” and can never be regis as proprietors ; 
consequently they can never acquire the legal term, and the 
assignment must apparently for ever “operate only as an 
agreement,” whatever those enigmatical words in rule 59 
(supra) may mean. One result appears to be that an 
option to purchase the reversion contained in the lease could not 
be enforced for the benefit of the settlement : see Friary, Jc. v. 
Singleton (1899, 1 Ch. 86, reversed on the facts but affirmed on 
the principle, «3. 2 Oh. 261). Again, if the vendor is himself an 
assignee of the term, his liability to the lessor depends upon 
privity of estate, which can only be effectually got rid of by 
assigning over the legal estate in the term. If the ent 
in case (c) “operates only as an agreement,” the vendor would 
apparently poser liable. : - 
It seems futile for the Land Registry officials to arguethat the 
legal estate is a mere myth and no longer of any importance 
after registration. Suppose the tenant for life, registered as 
first proprietor of the purchased land, desires toraise money for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Acts. We believe we are correct in 
stating that leading conveyancers are practically unanimous that 
intending mortgagees cannot be advised either (1) to advance 
money on the security of a registered charge alone (it is, to 
say the least, doubtful whether in the case of a possessory title 
a registered chargee wishing to go into on could eject a 
trespasser without bringing the legal estate before the court (¢/. 
Allen vy. Wood, 68 L. T. 148), or could sue tenants on the 
covenants to repair, &c., contained in their leases), or (2) 
to consent to be themselves registered as proprietors by 
transfer of the land (the Acts impose onerous obligations on 
registered proprietors in certain cases, see for instance 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 6 (7); Land Transfer Rules 
1898, r. 117, which a mortgagee could not be advised 
to undertake.) The security which is usually required by a 
mortgagee is a registered charge, coupled with a conveyance or 
subdemise of the ed estate off the register, under the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, s. 49. The tenant for life, registered as 
roprietor, can undoubtedly give the ; . Can 
. make the conveyance or sub-demise? It is true that under 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 20, coupled with the last-men- 
tioned section, the tenant for life can on a mortgage convey the 
land mort, ‘‘for the estate or interest the subject of the 
settlement.” But if the Land Transfer Acts and rules prevent 
the legal estate in the purchased land from passing under the 
conveyance or assignment to the uses or upon the trusts of the 
settlement, it seems reasonably clear that such legal estate 
is not an “estate or interest the subject of the settlement,” and 
consequently cannot pass under the conveyance or demise by 
ware mortgage of the tenant for life. 
In conclusion, we may perhaps point out that once the tenant 





that in case (a) the legal estate in remainder does not pass to 


for life has been registered as first proprietor of the purchased 
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land, there would seem to be no difficulty in getting in the out- | pro 


standing legal estate by a subsequent deed, for such subsequent 
deed could not possibly be ‘‘ a conveyance on sale” or “ assign- 
ment” within the above-mentioned definitions, and conse- 
——- the legal estate would pass under it. But if this is 

solution of the difficulty, we shall in every case have (1) the 
conveyance or assignment, just as before the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897; and @) in addition thereto (a) registration of the 
tenant for life, with fees, &c.; (4) a subsequent deed to get in 
the legal estate. A truly remarkable method of “ facilitating 
the transfer of land”! Or is the solution, as to future settle- 
ments, that they must once more contain the elaborate trustees’ 
— of sale and ancillary clauses which have been so success- 

y eliminated by the Settled Land Acts, in order that the 
trustees may be capable of being registered as proprietors of 
lands —" in a compulsory istrict ? Even this would not 
solve the difficulty in case (a). 








VESTING ORDERS OF LEASEHOLD PROPERTY IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 


Ir has been settled law since Re Finley (37 W. R. 6, 21 Q. B. D. 
475) that the lessor of leasehold property is entitled to apply 
in the bankruptcy of the lessee for an order requiring a mort- 
gaged by way of subdemise to take over the lease and assume 
its liabilities on pain of being excluded from all interest in the 
ety eee the Oourt of Appeal (Ricsy, Cottms, and Romer, 
-) have now held in Re Baker (reported elsewhere) that the 
lessor has the same right where the bankrupt is an assignee of 
the lease, and not the original lessee. The subject of vesting 
orders upon disclaimer of leasehold property by a trustee in 
bankruptcy depends on section 55 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 ; 
in particular on sub-section 6 as altered by section 13 of the 
Act of 1890. Under these sections the trustee may, as is well 
known, disclaim leasehold —v of the bankrupt (subject 
to obtaining the leave of the court, except in the cases 
where leave is dispensed with) by writing signed by him at 
any time within twelve months after his first appointment, 
and the disclaimer is effectual to determine the rights and 
liabilities of the bankrupt in respect of the disclaimed property, 
though, so far as possible, it leaves the rights and liabilities of 
other persons unaffected. The scheme of the Act of 1883 
contemplates that the gap which is thus left in the tenure of the 
shall be filled up by vesting it in some person entitled 

or interested to hold it. ‘The court ’’—so runs section 55 (6)— 
“may, on application by any person either claiming any interest 
in any disclaimed property, or under any liability not discharged 
by this Act in respect of any disclaimed property, and on hear- 
ing such persons as it thinks fit, make an order for the vesting 
of the property in or delivery thereof to any person entitled 
thereto, or to whom it may seem just that the same should be 
delivered by way of compensation for such liability as 
aforesaid, or a trustee for him, and on such terms as the 
court thinks just.” It is specially provided, however, that 
a vesting order shall not be made in favour of any person 
claiming under the bankrupt, whether as underlessee or 
as mortgagee by demise, except upon terms of such person 
taking over the bankrupt’s liabilities in respect of the property, 
and any mortgagee or sub-lessee declining these terms is to be 
excluded from all interest in and security upon the property. 
But where this would put the mortgagee or underlessee in the 
position of an — lessee, and so prevent him from determin- 
ing his liability by assignment, section 13 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1890, authorizes the court to make a vesting order in his 
favour _— his assuming only the liabilities of an assignee, 
though the beneficial effect of this enactment has been prejudiced 
by the — in Re Walker (72 L, T. 330), that the power of 
qualifying the mortgagee or underlesee’s liability is to be 
exercised only under special circumstances. . 
Section 55 contemplates two classes of persons who may put 
its machinery in motion. Application under sub-section 6 may 
be made either by a person having an interest in the disclaimed 
property, or by a person under any liability in regard to it, It 
was for some time doubtful whether the lessor was to be 


. In Ex parte Turquand (338 W. R. 752, 14 Q. B. D, 
405) Cavz, J., pointed out that the property disclaimed was the 
term of years, and that the landlord had no interest in that, his 
interest being restricted to the reversion ; but in Ex parte Shilson 
(36 W. R. 187, 20 Q. B. D. 348) the same learned judge, in 
delivering the judgment of himself and A. L. Sura, J,, 
intimated that he had changed his opinion, and that the words 
“person claiming an interest in any disclaimed property” 
included the landlord, and this conclusion was approved by the 
Oourt of Ap in Re Finley (supra). “Tt is obvious,” said 
Liyvizy, L.J., “‘that a lessor is very much interested in the 
observance by the lessee of the covenants and conditions 
contained in the lease, and that he has a very substantial 
‘interest in the disclaimed property,’ in whatever sense 
you take the expression.” Hence it was held that in the case of 
a lessor, a lessee who had become bankrupt, and a mortgagee 
under the lessee by sub-devise, the lessor was entitled to apply 
for an order vesting the property in the mortgagee, subject to 
the same liabilities as the bankrupt was subject to under the 
original lease at the commencement of the bankruptcy ; or that, 
if the mo declined to accept such an order, he should be 
excluded from all interest in the ae In the latter case 
there might be persons liable, either alone or jointly with the 
bankrupt, to perform the covenants in the lease, and the option 
of taking over the lease would devolve upon them. But if there 
were no such persons, or if no vesting order was made, the 
effect of the mortgagee’s refusal would be, as Livnuey, L.J., 
observed, that the lessor would take the property freed from 
both lease and sub-lease. In other words, in such a case the 
lessor requires nothing further than the order excluding the 
mortgagee; he requires no order actually vesting the term in 
himself. 

In the present case of Re Baker (supra) the circumstances 
were complicated by the fact that there had been two assign- 
ments of the term. In November, 1889, A. leased premises to 
B. for twenty-one years from the 25th of March, 1889, at a yearly 
rent of £100. In February, 1890, B. died, and his widow and 
administratrix assigned the property for the residue of the term 
to©. In January, 1892, C. assigned toD. In February, 1899, 
D. mortgaged to M. by sub-demise for the residue of the term 
except the last day; and subsequently he executed a second 
mortgage to N. In February last D. was adjudicated bankrupt. 
In May his trustee disclaimed the lease, and in June an order 
was made, on the application of A., excluding in turn 
N. and the executors of M., who had died, from all interest 
in the security upon the premises, unless in the first 
instance N., and failing him M.’s executors, accepted an 
order vesting in him or them the leasehold premises subject to 
the bankrupt’s liabilities. This order was made without notice 
either to B.’s administratrix, who could not be found, or to 0. 
M.’s executors appealed against it on the ground that D. was 
assignee only, and that inasmuch as A. still had his remedy on 
the covenants in the lease against the estate of the origins 
lessee, he was not in a position to make an application under 
section 55. The argument appears to have been that, until it 
was proved that the original lessee was insolvent, the remedy of 
the lessor was confined to an action upon the covenants in the 
lease, and that it was for the lessee or his assignees to follow 
the procedure of the section, and compel the mortgagee to take 
over the lease or be excluded. 

This argument met with no favour in the Court of Appeal, 
nor does it gain any support either from the statute or from 
the reason of the case. The provisions of section 55 (6) do not 
seem to allow of any distinction in the rights of the lessor 
according as the person to whom he actually looks for payment 
of rent and the performance of the covenants is the original 
lessee or an assignee; and as a matter of pyactice, although the 
lessor always has his remedy against the lessee in reserve, yet 
his natural recourse is against the actual holder of the lease. And 
when the actual holderis bankrupt, and the property is in the 
hands of sub-lessees claiming under him, it is these sub-lessees 
who should be required to assume the burdens to which the 
property is subject. This is much more convenient that 
requiring the lessor to seek out—possibly with much difficulty 
and expense—the original lessee, only to find, it may be, that 
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Moreover, as was pointed out by Ooxzins, L.J., the question 
was really decided by the Court of Appeal in Re Morgan 
(37 W. RB. 344, 22 Q. B. D. 592). Im that case P. 
granted a lease to Q., who assigned to R., who assigned 
to 8. 8. mortgaged the property by way of sub-demise to 
T. §. became bankrupt, and his trustee disclaimed the lease. 
P. sued Q. for rent, and recovered payment from him. Q. 
thereupon took proceedings under section 55 to compel T. either 
to take a vesting order or to be excluded from all interest in 
the property. Thus the lessor followed the course which was 
suggested as proper for him in the present case. But it is clear 
that, if this had been the only course available, then in the 
same way Q. should have sued R., and it should have been left 
to R. to proceed under section 55. Such a restriction, however, 
upon the remedies of Q., the lessee, does not seem to have been 
suggested, the actual objection taken being that no notice of 
the application had been served on either P. the lessor, or R. 
the intermediate assignee. In the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal both P. and R. should have had an opportunity of 
appearing in the application, and the order excluding the mort- 
gagees was granted subject to P. and R. having notice and not 
objecting within a month. 

f the intervention ofan assignee were a ground for excluding 
the application of section 55, then the objection, as Coxtrs, L.J., 
pointed out, would have lain in Re Morgan as much as in the 
present case of Re Baker, Exactly the same objection, he said, 
might have been raised there as had been raised here, for 
the lessee there had an assignee from whom he was entitled to 
a continuing indemnity against liability to the lessor, just as 
here the lessor had the liability of the original lessee. The 
lessee was (as the lessor was here) in the same position as 
before the bankruptcy. He had a solvent person who was 
bound to indemnify him. And yet the court on the application 
of the lessee made the order, as they did in the present 
case on the application of the lessor. 

The only remaining question in Re Baker was as to the 
necessity of serving the original lessee’s representative with 
notice of the application. According to section 55 (6) the 
court is to make the order “on hearing such persons as it 
thinks fit,” and, as just stated, in Re Morgan an oppor- 
tunity was given to the intermediate assignee to appear. 
Where, however, the order is simply against the bankrupt’s 
mortgagees—either to take over the property or to be 
excluded—this does not seem to be necessary. The mort- 
gagees, at any rate, have no ground for complaint; and as 
the rights of other parties are not finally concluded by 
the order, there is no necessity for their being at this stage 
brought in. Troublesome questions may atill have to be 
decided between the lessor and the persons under continuing 
liability before the title to the property is clear; and there are 
advantages in clearing up all these questions in the same pro- 
ceeding where such a course is feasible. But if to bring in all 

ties interested will cause delay, there is no reason why the 
lessor should not proceed gradually and get rid in the first 
instance of the bankrupt’s mortgagees. This accordingly the 
Court of Appeal held that he was entitled to do. 








REVIEWS. 
NOTARIAL PRACTICE. 


Brooxe’s TREATISE ON THE OFFICE AND Practice oF A NoTARY 
OF ENGLAND, WITH A FuLt COLLECTION OF PRECEDENTS. SIXTH 
Epitrion. By JaMEs CRANSTOUN, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited), 


“The general functions of a notary are to receive acts and contracts 
to which the parties must give, or desire to give, an authentic form ; 
to confer on such acts or contracts the required authenticity ; to 
establish their dates; to preserve originals or minutes of acts, which 
when prepared in the style and with the seal of the notary acquire the 
name of ‘ original acts’; and to give authentic copies of, or authentic 
extracts from, such acts.” Such is the definition given in this pent 
23) of the functions of an officer whose position is not perhaps 80 - 

wn and important in this country as on the continent. In certain 
matters, however—particularly in connection with bills of exchange 


on their functions and powers in its 
A new chapter has been added on the “ Origin 
Office of Notary,” and with much learning the office is 
ancient times through the Middle Ages down 

With us the notary is still an ecclesiasti 

derives his faculty, or authority to 
Faculties of the Archbishop of Canterbury; 
purely legal, and, as the editor points out, it i 
in ice that he should be versed in one or two foreign languages, 
and have a knowledge of some system of foreign law. The special 
matters with which a notary has to deal are discussed in guc- 
of exchange ; 


E 


cessive chapters on notarial evidence; bills ship 
protests, &c.; charter-parties, bottomry bonds, and average agree- 
ments; and powers of attorney, deeds going a) &. Toa 


large extent these chapters have been re-written, and they will be 
found to contain much valuable practical information. About half 
the book is devoted to precedents of documents which may require 
to be prepared in a notary’s office, and the appendix includes, among 
other relevant statutes, the Public Notaries Act, 1801, and the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. There is also a table of notaries’ fees, 
and a di of cases relating to notaries. Lawyers generally will 
find the book very convenient to have at hand for reference. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY.—COUNCIL ELECTION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—A circular letter has been issued by six of the candidates at 
this election designed apparently to promote their return in the 
of some members of the Council who retire by rotation but have 
been nominated for re-election. The circular suggests that the 
Council is opposed to ‘‘a much-needed reform” of the arrangements 
for supplying refreshments at the Law Institution, and appeals 
especially to the country members to assist in making “‘a material 

e in the personnel of the Council,” as a means of securing 
“‘ facilities for obtaining reasonable refreshments” at the Law 
Institution. 

Will you allow me, as a country member, to point out that this 
circular is inaccurate and misleading? The Council have already 
taken over the club premises and are supplying refreshments there 
for the rest of the current year on the footing for which those 
members of the society who were members of the club have 
subscribed. 

The Council have also opened a large and commodious room for 
tea, coffee, &c., available at this moment to all the members of the 
society. Further, the Council have adopted the of a com- 

ittee recommending alterations and improvements in the society’s 
buildings with the object of affording additional facilities fc 
obtaining refreshments, as well as of promoting other reforms in 
the arrangements at the Law Institution in the interest of the mem- 
bers of the society generally. This report is ded to the annual 
report of the Council just issued to the mem and the Council 
have expressed their intention to bring its proposals before a special 
general meeting as soon as possible. . 

I venture to appeal to the members of the society to read the 
report for thonetives and not to be misled by a circular which mis- 
represents the facts. R. ELLErt. 

Cirencester, July 17. 





OCTOGENARIAN LAWYERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 
Sy ae & my letter to you, printed some weeks back, 
indicating the ol solicitor and the oldest barrister respecti 
to your editorial note as to “‘ octogenarian 
search to be made. The result may be interesting to your readers, 
I hardly think that I should be justified in mentioning names, as 
it is not every man who is of being over . For my 
purpose, however, I treat all persons admitted or for = 
seven years as ian, experience she me, when I 
office in the Law iety, that students ted their 
between twenty-one and twenty-five, say twenty-three as an a 
If my theory be it may surprise some people to 
that in the present Law List there are over a hundred solicitors 
barristers (in the p ion of about six to four) who 
admitted or called -seven years; moreover, that some 
cent. of the total average over sixty years. 
Let me say in conclusion that instances of lawyers who 
out certificates for upwards of fifty years are so innumerable 
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and maritime transactions—the intervention of notaries is of ordinary 
Occurrence, and the profession will find it useful to have this treatise , 
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LAW OF DISTRESS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In the county court district of W. there is but one certified 
bailiff, and he declines to levy warrants of distress unless the landlord 
agrees to pay him a fee in addition to the statutory fee recoverable 
from the tenant, and further, will not, even when the undertaking to 
pay such fee is offered, accept warrants in every case, claiming the 
right to refuse to act in any case he thinks fit. (1) Is he not bound 
to accept and levy every warrant in good form sent him? (2) Has 
he the right to make it a condition that the landlord shall pay a fee 
in addition to the statutory fees recoverable from the tenant ? 

July 16. Ww. N. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. 8S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CAMPBELL DAVYS v. LLOYD. No. 2. 26th June and 15th July, 
Nvisance—Hicgoway—Nvisance ARisInc sy NoNFEASANCE—ABATEMENT. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Bucknill, J. The action was one 
for trespass by erecting a bridge over the plaintiff’s land, consisting of 
one moiety of the bed of the River Irfon in Wales. The defendants’ pleas 
were ‘‘ not possessed,’’ and that there was a highway over the /ocus in quo 
by means of a footbridge, and the defendants, having occasion to use the 
said way, entered upon the /ocus im quo, and because the bridge had been 
destroyed, erected and laid a footbridge across the river, and necessarily did 
the acts complained of without unnecessary damage for the purpose of 
using the said highway. The jury found the issue ‘‘not possessed ’’ for 
the plaintiff and the other issue for the defendants. The plaintiff 
» ppealed. 

Tus Court (Ricny, Cottrms, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Coiirxs, L J.—1t was contended for the plaintiff that, assuming it to be 
the fact that a highway for foot passengers by means of a footbridge 
«cross the river existed, the fact that the bridge had been destroyed gave 
no right to the defendants to come upon the plaintiff’s land and erect a 
new one. There was no proof of any right in or obligation on the 
defendants to repair the bridge, neither was there any proof of 
any such obligation on the plaintiff. The defendants do not contend 
that they are in a better position than any other member of 
the public who, having occasion to use the way, finds there is no 
bridge where one once existed. The question is, therefore, 
whether in such circumstances a member of the public who wishes to 
cross is entitled, not merely by some temporary makeshift serving the par- 
ticular occasion to get across, but to build a permanent structure on the 
plaintiff’s Jand for that purpose. It was contended that this was merely a 
case of abating a nuisance from which the defendants suffered a special 
inconvenience, such as was held to be justifiable so long ago as Oro. Car. 
185, where a passenger was held entitled not only to open, but also to 
throw down a gate placed across a highway. But there is a broad differ- 
ence between removing an obstruction which has been wrongfully placed 
in the highway, and making good by a permanent structure the result of 
mere nonfeasance on the part of those charged with the duty of repairing, 
and I doubt whether such an operation could properly fall under the term 
*‘abatement.””’ Even if the right to ‘“‘abate’”’ can be said to exist in 
respect of a nuisance arising from mere nonfeasance—as to which, 
see Earl of Lonsdale v. Nelson (2 B. & C. 302)—1 do not think the cases 
which establish the right to abate by an individual for the purpose 
of passage would extend to protect such acts as were done by the 
defendants in this case. The right of abatement by individuals is 
not regarded with favour by the law see: Dimes v. Petley (15 Q. B. 276) 
and Mayor of Colchester v. Brook (7 Q. B. 339). It may be that even in 
the case of the gate an action could not be maintained (see 
Winterbottom vy. Lord Derby, L. BR. 2 Ex. 316), and that therefore there 
may, in the case of positive nuisance, be a right to abate where there 
is no cause of action, there being insufficient special damage. But 
the difference between public nuisances arising irom commission and 
those arising by omission is in the view of the law radical, since in the 
latter case, however clear and special the damage to the individual, he can 
maintain no action : see Hawkins’ P.C. 707, citing Cowper 787; Cowley v. 
Newmarket Local Board (1892, A. C. 345). There would be nothing 
anomalous, therefore, if the rule were that the right to abate a nuisance to 
a highway does not apply to nuisances due to nonfeasance by the repairing 
authority. An obstruction may be abated by removing it, but in the case 
which we have before us considerable constructive work would be necessary 
to place the road in proper condition so as completely to get rid of the 
nuisance, and I doubt whether, if ‘‘abatement’’ can be said to 
include thie, the right to abate in such a sense could be held 
to exist in the care of a nuisance by nonfeasance which has 
resulted in the obliteration of a part of a highway. ‘This is by no 
means inconsistent with the right to deal with a difficulty in crossing 
on some particular occasion by putting down a plank or stepping-stone, 
for to do this might well be a reasonable incident of the right of passage, 
and would throw no additional burden on the dedicating owner. But, 
however this may be, the right if it exists could not, I think, be extended 
to cover such acts as those admittedly done by the defendants in this case. 
It must always be borne in mind that the right of the public upon a high- 
way is that of going and coming only, and the right of ‘‘ abatement”’ in 
an individual is only ancillary thereto. The dedicating owner, therefore, 
rr neere. | Seet Seas, ane meeamgeen ESS Seyene 
upom him, I think the appeal should be allowed. 





Romer, L.J., read a judgment to the same effect. : 

Ricsy, L.J., concurred m the above judgment.—CounseLt, Swinfen 
Eady, K.C., and John Sankey ; Evans, K.O., and John Lloyd. Soutctrors, 
Riddell § Co. ; J. B. Somerville, for A. Gwynne- Vaughan, Builth. 


[Reported by J. I. Sriauina, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BAKER. Fx parte LUPTON. No.2. 12th July. 


Banxkruptcy—LEAsE—DIscLaIMER— SvUB-DEMISE— EXxcLusion—APPLICATION 
BY Lessor—Bankrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 55, sub-section 6 


This was an appeal from a decision of Mr. Registrar Giffard. It appeared. 
that Mrs. Schloesser, then Miss Jacobs, granted a lease dated the 23rd of 
November, 1889, to one Columbati for twenty-one years. Columbati 
died, and on the 16th of October, 1890, his legal representatives assigned 
the lease toone Cima. On the 9th of January, 1892, Cima assigned to 
Baker. On the 22nd of February, 1899, Baker mortgaged the premises by 
way of sub-demise to Isabella Lewis, and afterwards to Messrs. J. & W. 
Nicholson (Limited). Mrs. Lewis died and by her will appointed Messrs. 
Lupton, Field, & Ley her executors. In February, 1901, Baker became 
bankrupt, and his trustee in bankruptcy disclaimed the lease. An applica- 
was then made by Mrs. Schloesser for an order that unless the mortgagees 
would take a vesting order they should be excluded from all interest in the 
property. The mortgagees objected that as there was still someone liable 
for the covenants—namely, the original lessee or his representatives, Mrs. 
Schloesser was not entitled to anorder, and they relied upon some 
observations of Cave, J., in the case of Re Cock, Ex parte Shilson 
(20 Q. B. D. 343). The registrar, however, made the order which was in 
the following form: That unless J. & W. Nicholson (Limited) did within 
fourteen days elect to accept and apply for an order vesting in them the 
premises and making them subject to the same liabilities as the bankrupt 
‘was subject to under the lease in yy of the premises at the date of the 
filing of the petition, they should excluded from all interest in and 
security upon the said premises; and further, that if the said J. & W. 
Nicholson (Limited). should not elect to accept such order as aforesaid 
within the said period of fourteen days, then unless Messrs. Lupton, Field, 
& Ley, the executors of Isabella Lewis, deceased, did within seven days 
from the expiration of the period of fourteen days elect to aceept and 
apply for an order vesting in them the premises and making them subject 
to the same liabilities as the bankrupt was subject to under the lease at 
the date of the filing of the petition, then that they should be excluded 
from all interest in and security upon the said premises. From this order 
the executors of Mrs. Lewis now appealed. 

Tue Court (Ricsy, Cottiss, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Their lordships were of opinion that the question was covered by two 
cases. In Re Cock (20Q. B. D. 343) it was held that the lessor was a person 
interested in the property within the meaning of sub-section 6, and was 
entitled to put the machinery of that sub-section in motion and to apply 
for an order under it. It was also held that though the lessor might not 
be in a position himself to ask for a vesting order, still he might put the 
machinery in motion for the purpose of ascertaining whether a sub- 
lessee would accept the property subject to the bankrupt’s liabilities 
in respect of it or give up his interest in it. That decision was con- 
firmed by the Court of Appeal in Re Finley (21 Q. B. D. 475). It was 
contended that though this was the position of the lessor the decision did 
not apply when the original lessee remained liable on the covenants in 
the lease notwithstanding he had assigned it. But it having been decided 
that the lessor could put the machinery in motion, there seemed to be 
nothing in that point. The lessor still retained an interest in the property, 
and a person who retained an interest might put the machinery in motion 
even though he could not obtain a vesting order himself. That was made 
clear by Re Morgan (22 Q. B. D. 592), where an order was made similar to 
that made in the present case. Some observations made by Oave, J, 
in Re Cock (20 Q. B. D., at p. 348) had been relied upon, but in the opinion 
of their lordships they did not apply to the matter nowin hand. The 
learned judge in that case was not dealing with the question who was 
entitled to put the machinery in motion, as in Re Morgan, but with the 
question of obtaining a vesting order. When once you had the right 
person making the application there remained only the question of serving 
the right persons with notice. For these reasons the decision of the 
registrar was et and the appeal must be dismissed with costs.—OounszL, 
Cooper Willis, K.C., and Muir Mackenzie; Wace. Soxrcrrons, Nash, Field, 
§ Co. ; Boyce § Son. 

[Reported by 8. E. Witiiams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re PEERLESS. PEERLESS v. SMITH. Byme, J. 9th July. 


ADMINISTRATION —ADMINSTRATRIX—-Spreciric LeGates AND Drvise—e—Con- 
TRIBUTION—1NSOLVENCY—SOLVENT LEGATBE AND DevisExS—PayYMENT OF 
Dents AND Costs Wuen Estate Insurricrent TO Pay—AvrorrionMENT. 


This was the third further consideration of an administration action. The 
question was the apportionment of liability for debts and costs among 
the devisees and legatees of a testator whose estate was insufficient for the 
payment of debts and costs. ‘I'he facts of the case were as follow: 
The testator, Mr. Peerless, who was a builder, after certain specific bequests, 
devised and bequeathed to his son certain real estate and a certain lease- 
hold brickyard used by him in his business, his stock-in-trade, and book: 
debts. The son predeceased the testator aud his widow and administratrix 
entered into sion of the brickyard, took possession of the stock-in- 
trade, and co the book debts. The real estate so devised passed to 
the son, H. Peerless, of the deceased son of the testator under the Willé 
Act. The widow carried on the business and sold parts of the property 
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bequeathed to her husband and became involved in difficulties and there 
were not in her hand at the present time sufficient assets of the testator to 
to pay the debts and costs of the action. By an order made in July, 1899, 
on the further consideration of the action, it was declared that the specific 
devisees and legatees under the will, H. Peerless, and the administratrix 
ought to contribute pro raté to make good the debts and costs. The 
proportions to be contributed by each of these parties pro raté were set out 
in a schedule te the master’s certificate filed the 10th of March, 1901. 
The admivistratrix failing to pay the amount of her contribution, the 
contributories other than H. Peerless asked that the amount should be raised 
out of the real estate taken by the said H. Peerless, 

Byrnz, J., following Conolly v. Farrell (10 Beav. 142), directed further 
contributions and ordered the amount which should have been con- 
tributed by the administratrix to be apportioned amongst the solvent 
devisees and legatees, including H. Peerless, according to the value of the 
devises and bequests taken by them respectively.—CovunsgL, Levett, K.C., 
and Bigood; Mulligan, K.C., and Cann; Rowden, K.C., and <Austen-Cart- 
mell ; Foyer ; Norton, K.C., and Dunham. Soutcrrors, Guedalla § Cross ; 
Tippetts § Son ; Cowlard § Chowne; C. G. Champion; Trass § Enever. 

[Reported by J. Anruvr Price, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re RICHARDS. LAWSON v. HARVEY. Cozens-Hardy, T. 
3rd July. 
ADMINISTRATION—Grant TO Manacer or Banx—Dezst Dvz to Banx— 
RETAINER. 


Further consideration. Letters of administration of the personal estate 
of an intestate were granted to the defendant on the 10th of April, 1896, 
in which he was described as ‘‘ John Francis Harvey, manager of Trades 
Uommercial Bank (Limited), creditors of the estate.”” The Trades Com- 
mercial Bank (Limited) were the bankers and creditors of deceased, and 
it was on account of this that the mavager of that bank was granted 
administration. i)e administration crder was made on the 7th of 
February, 1898. ‘Lie adminietrator had not at that date paid any 
of the funds which came into his hands as administrator to the 
bank on account of their debt. The master found by his certificate dated 
the 31st of July, 1899, that the defendant had a balance of £1,011 14s. 6d. 
to his credit for which he was accountable, but he did not decide whether 
the defendant had power to retain the amount of £242 10s. 6d. due to the 
bank. For the defendant it was argued that Harvey was made adminis- 
trator as an official of the bank and for its benefit. His position was 
analogous to that of an administrator durante minoritate. 

Cozens-Harpy, J.—This claim cannot be maintained. It is a peculiar 
case because administration was granted to the manager of a bank, and 
although he was described as manager of the bank in the grant of adminis- 
tration, and it was, no doubt, made to him because he was manager ; 
nevertheless it was made to him as an individual and not to the use of the 
bank. Had he ceased being manager he would still have retained the 
position of administrator. In the case of a t made durante minoritate 
or to the use of a lunatic, there is a right of retainer, but here the manager 
would have to prefer the bank to the other creditors if he were to pay out 
the sum owing to them. The right to prefer was destroyed by the 
administration order, though the decree did not prevent the administrator 
from retaining his own debt.—OCounseL, Dunham ; Rowland Rewlands; A. 
Chitty. Soxrcrrors, J. T. Lewis, for Aeron Thomas § Co., Swansea; Spencer, 
Chapman, § Co., for J. R. Richards, Swansea. 

[Reported by J. H. Daviss, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re E. & F, BEATTIE (LIM). Cozens-Hardy, J. 12th July. 


Comrpany— DEneNnTURES—OMISSION TO REGISTER—INADVERTENCE—EXTENSION 
or Time ror RKeoGistRaTIon—Oomrantes Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 
48), ss. 14, 15. 


This was an ex parte originating motion made on behalf of the company, 
asking that the time for registration of certain debentures issued by the 
above company might be extended until one month after the date of the 
order to be made on the motion, or that such further or other order might 
be made as the judge might think fit for the purpose of granting 
relief owing to the omission to — such shares as required by 
section 14 of the Oompanies Act, 1900. The company was registered on 
the 13th of December, 1900, one of its objects being to adopt an agreement 
to purchase a business, part of the consideration for the purchase 
was to ke paid in debentures of £50 each in the company. ‘The 
agreement was filed with the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies 
on the day on which the company was registered. A meeting of the 
directors was held on the 3lst of December, 1900, when it was 
resolved that the debentures should be allotted to certain persons named 
in the resolution, but, owing toa delay in printing, the debenture forms 
were not ready, and it was not until the 4th of January that the 
debentures were executed by the company and issued to the allottees. In 
the meantime—viz., on the lst January, 1901, the Companies Act, 1900, 
came into operation, section 14 of which requires the registration of 
debentures within twenty-one days of issue. The debentures in question 
were not registered within that period. The present application was 
supported by an affidavit of the secretary of the company stating the above 
facts ; that he believed the debentures were created by the resolution of 
the board of directors, and that as that resolution was passed before the 
date on which the Act came into operation, he had ond side believed that 
the debentures did not require registration under it; that the statutory 
meeting of the company was held on the 18th of February, and that the 
statutory return had been made to the registrar setting forth full 7 

of the debentures, and that the non-registration was due solely to 
inadvertence. 

Cozzns-Haxrpy, J., made an order extending the time for registration of 





the debentures for one month from the date of the order.—Oounsz, F. 
Whinney. Soxtcrrors, Norris, Allens, § Chapman. 


(Reported by W. Morzis Carrer, Barrister-at-Law. 


SOCIETE ANONYME DES ANCIENS ETABLISSEMENTS PANHARD ET 
LEVASSOR »v. PANHARD-LEVASSOR MOTOR CO. (LIM.). Farwell, J. 
15th July. 


Traps Name—“ Pannarp-Levassor ’’—ForricN Firm —Marxer in Unirep 
KinepoM—INsJUNCTIONS AGAINST BOTH ComPANY AND INpivipvaL S1eNna- 
TORIES AND SHAREHOLDERS. 


Action. The plaintiff company was constituted under French law 
in 1897 im succession to a former firm of ‘‘ Panhard et Levassor,”’ 
and had since then carried on business in Paris as engineers and 
manufacturers of motors, motor-cars, and parts thereof. They alleged 
that the words ‘‘ Panhard-Levassor’’ and ‘“‘ Panhard’’ were universally 
known in the trade of the United Kingdom and elsewhere as exclu- 
sively designating the goods, and particularly the motors and motor- 
cars manufactured and sold by them and their predecessors in 
business, and that they had the exclusive right to the use of those 
names in such conuection. They further alleged that the seven 
defendants who were the signatories of and only shareholders in the 
defendant company (which was registered on the 29th of May. 1901, with 
a capital of £100 in £1 shares) had wrongfully and fraudulently conspired 
to form and register the defendant company, and that by its 
existence the public and purchasers and users of motor-cars in 
the United Kingdom and elsewhere would be led to believe that 
the defendants were carrying on business as agents for the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiff company accordingly claimed an injunction to restrain 
the defendants from using the names of ‘‘ Panhard ’’ and ‘‘ Levassor,’’ or 
either of them, or any title or description including those names or other- 
wise colourably resembling the name of the plaintiffs in connection 
with the manufacture, use, or sale of or other dealing in motor-cars or 
parts thereof, and also an injunction to restrain the seven individual 
defendants from allowing the defendant company to remain registered 
under its present name or any such title or description. The defendants 
contended that the use of the word ‘‘ Panhard”’ or ‘‘ Panhard-Levassor ”” 
referring to a motor was understood in the trade to refer merely to the 
general type of car and not to the manufacturers—e.g., a car sold under 
the title might be known as ‘‘a German Panhard’ or ‘“‘a French 
Panhard,” according to the country of origin; they denied that 
they had as yet manufactured or sold any motor-cars, but stated that they 
intended to acquire licences to make and sell motors under the Daimler 
patents, whereby they would not infringe any patent or other rights of 
the plaintiff company in this country. 

Farwet, J., granted both the injunctions asked for. His lordship 
found that the plaintiffs were a well-known firm of European 
reputation. They had had no agency in England until December, 
1900, but had sold motor-cars in England indirectly, and ako 
English purchasers had brought them over from France. They had 
proved that England was one of their markets. The defendants had 
registered a company under the name of *‘ Panhard-Levassor.’’ It was 
alleged that they had done so in order to shut out the plaintiffs, 
but his lordship could find no sort of excuse or justification for the use of 
the plaintiff’s name. If authority were needed, Collins Co. v. Brown (3 K. 
& J. 423) covered the right of the plaintiffs to an injunction against the 
defendant company; but apart from authority the court would, in his 
opinion, interfere to protect a foreign trader with a market in England. 
His lordship had doubted as to whether he could grant relief against the 
seven individual defendants who seemed to constitute the whole company. 
It would, however, be unfortunate if a company could be formed to do 
illegal or fraudulent acts with no one liable except the company. In the 
circumstances relief against the company involved similar relief against the 
seven defendants.—CounsgL, Fletcher Moulton, K.C., A. 8S. Walter, J. F. 
Iselin, and H. Fletcher Moulton ; Upjohn, K.C., and Stewart Smith, Soict- 
tors, J. B. § F. Purchase ; Vallance, Birkbeck, § Barnard. 


(Reported by W. H. Dnarss, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CACKETT ». KESWICK. Farwell, J. 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 
1lth July. 
Company—Prospscrus—Drmscror— Promorer — SHAREHOLDER — CONTRACT 

BY Dragcrors AND Promorers—Omission Prom Prospscrvs—‘*‘ Fravpv- 

LENT’? Prosprctus—Watver CLavse—Damace—Compantgs Act, 1867 

(30 & 31 Vicr. c. 181), s. 38. 

Action, with witneeses, in respect of the Panuco Coppcr Co., which was 
incorporated on the 24th of May, 1899, and was now m liquidation. Its 
capital was £500,000 in £1 shares, and its object was to acquire copper 
mines in Mexico. In May, 1899, a prospectus was issued inviting sub- 
scriptions for 333,334 shares, and naming the defendant Keswick, who 
was a partner in the firm of Matheson & OCo,, and the defendant 
Carlton, a metal merchant, as directors, while Matheson & Co. were 
described as commercial agents to the company. The prospectus 
further gave extracts from mining re and referred to various specific 
agreements connected with the flotation. It then proceeded: ‘* There 
may also be various trade contracts and business arrangements in addition 
to the before-mentioned agreement of the 3rd of January, 1898. As these 
contracts and arrangements and the above-mentioned underwriting agree- 
ments may constitute contracts within the meaning of section of the 
Companies Act, 1867, applicants for shares shall be deemed to waive the 
insertions of the dates of and names of the parties to any such contracts, 
arrangements, or agreements, and shall accept the foregoing as a 
sufficient compliance with section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, or other- 
wise. A waiver clause was contained in the form of application 
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for shares. ‘The present action was taken asa test case out of over 200 
which had been instituted by subscribers to the company, on the ground 
that a material contract within the meaning of section 38 had not been 
disclosed in the prospectus, and that the waiver clause did not free the 
defendants, who knowingly issued the prospectus, from liability. It 
that in January, 1899, the defendant Oarlton and the defendant 
eater, a stockbroker in Newcastle, who were promoting the company, 
desired to associate Keswick and his firm with theiradventure, and eventually 
their contract was embodied in a letter from Oarlton to Matheson & Co., 
which said ‘In consideration of your underwriting 10,000 shares in the 
above company about to be formed you are to receive 12,000 vendor shares 
as commission therefor. You are also to be appointed commercial agents 
for the company, and the registered offices are to be located at your 
address. It is further agreed that your Mr. Keswick will go on the 
as chairman of the company.’”? ‘This was the contract on 
the non-disclosure of which the plaintiff grounded his action for a 
declaration of the defendants’ liability and damages. The defendant 
Keswick contended that; apart from the 2,000 shares attributable to the 
commission for underwriting, 10,000 shares were to be remuneration for 
acting as commercial agents for the company, and that the contract was 
therefore one covered by the waiver clause. The defendant Carlton also 
submitted that the plaintiff had not subscribed on any prospectus issued 
by his authority, and the defendant Wheaterraised similar plea, submitting 
also that he was not a director. 

Farwett, J., in a considered judgment, found as facts that both 
Carlton and Wheater were promoters of the company, and that the 
prospectus on the faith of which the plaintiff had applied for the 500 
shares allotted to him was one knowingly issued by all three defendants. 
His lordship desired to state clearly that he found no ground whatever for 
imputing to any of the defendants any fraudulent intention of or any 
scheme for concealing this contract. Its omission arose from an 
unfortunate misunderstanding, due to some extent to the fact that the 
contract on the face of it appeared to be an underwriting contract only. 
But this was not enough to relieve the defendants from liability under the 
Act, which created a new cause of action and imposed the civil penalties 
of actual fraud on omissions which were not actually fraudulent: Twycross 
v. Grant (25 W. BR. 701,20. P. D. 469), as opposed to Peck v. Derry (36 
W. R. 899, 14 A. CO. 337) and Peek v. Gurney (22 W. R. 29, L. R. 6 H. L. 
377, 403). In answer to the first question, whether the plaintiff subscribed 
on the faith that there was no such contract as that of the 10th of March 
in existence because it was not stated in the prospectus, the same principles 
must apply to the omission of a material fact as apply to the insertion of 
an untruth, although it might not be accurate to say that an omission was 
an inducing cause. The test must be whether the omission was material 
and if the court saw that the fact omitted was of such a nature that it 
might reasonably deter or tend to deter the ordinary investor, this was 
sufficient : see per Lord Blackburn in Smith v. Chadwick (30 W. R. 661, 9 
A. C. 187, 196). It was only another way of stating that the generality of the 
terms of section 38 must be limited, as pointed out by Thesiger, L.J., in 
Sullivan v. Mitcalfe (29 W.R. 181, 5 C. P. D. 455, 461). To determine the 
materiality of the contract, it was necessary to see what it really was, and 
his lordship was unable to accept the defendants’ view that it was a con- 
tract to act as commercial agents in consideration of a payment of 10,000 
shares. There was no company eo to contract; no period or terms of 
agency were mentioned ; the company could not have recovered against 
the firm for not performing it, even if Uarlton might have done so; and 
the evidence did not support it, but rather shewed that the 10,000 shares 
were given as a fee for the firm taking the company under its wing, 
lending its name, and finding a chairman in Keswick. The existence of 
such a contract was material for the consideration of an intending investor, 
who would subscribe on the faith of Matheson’s name and on the well- 
founded assumption that they had looked into the matter and were so well 
satisfied with tue venture as to take it under their protection. “ The care- 
ful man ”’ spoken of by Cockburn, C.J., in Twyeross y. Grant (ubi supra) 
would regard this as materially different from the support of the company 
on its merits alone. As to the waiver clause, the agreement of the 10th 
of March was not, in his lordship’s opinion, a trade contract or business 

t within its meaning. The prospectus appeared to have been 
settled on the ground that it was an underwriting contract, nor did it lie 
in the mouth of the defendants consistently with honesty to say that they 
knew of and intended the contract to fall under the other head when they 
stated, not that “‘there are,’”’ but that ‘there may be”’ such contracts. 
His lordship agreed with the statement of Romer, L.J., in Greenwood v. 
Leather Shod Wheel Co. (1900, 1 Ch. 421, 431), and said that a man desiring 
to take advantage of a waiver clause must state the facts fairly. The 
element of unfairness was found here, and the same principles must apply 
to waiver clauses as were applicable to ambiguous or misleadin g statements 
in conditions of sale or releases. The question of damages was really the 
same as that of materiality: see Smith v. Chadwick (ubi supra). His lord- 
ship held that the measure of damages was the difference between the 
amount paid by the plaintiff for his shares and the actual value of the 
shares on the day after they were allotted to him. In spite of the rule 
to which Bowen, L.J., when sitting in the Court of A peal, said that the 
Chancery Division t to adhere, as to the n ty of the plaintiff 
proving the amount of damages, his lordship directed an inquiry what was 
the real value of the shares on the day named, as in Peek v. Derry (ubi 
supra). There would be a declaration of the defendants’ liability, and the 
defendants must pay the coste of the action.—CounseL, Swinfen Eady, 


K.C., Upjohn, K.C., and Martelli ; Rufus Isaacs, K.0., and Muir Mackenzie ; 
ville, K.C., and Daniel Jones ; Younger, K 0., and ’ Pattullo. Sovicrrors, 
Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., tor Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle-on-Tyne ; Stephen- 
“an, y § Co. ; Nicol, Son, $ Jones ; Neish, Howell, § Macfarlane. 
[Reported by W. H. Dearzn, Barrister-at-Law. | 





BATY v. KESWICK. Farwell, J. 6th and 11th July. 


Company—ProsPectus—DmerctroR—PRoMOTER—UNDERWRITER —OONTRACT 
sy Drrecrors AND Promoters—Omission FROM Prospectus—CaREFuL 
InvesTOR—MArTERIALITY OF OMISSION. 


Action, with witnesses, in respect of the same matter as Cackett v. 
Keswick (noted above),jmuch of the evidence in which was, by arrangement, 
taken as given in this action; but some material circumstances were 
different. Here the plaintiff Baty met a friend on the 13th of March, 
1899, who gave him a prospectus relating to the Panuco Copper Oo. He 
was at the time attracted by the names of Matheson & Oo. and Keswick on 
the front sheet, but did not read anything about the contracts. His 
friend asked him to do some underwriting, and he went later on the same 
day to the office of the defendant Wheater, where he signed an under- 
writing agreement for 250 shares. On the 28th of March he was informed 
of a postponement of the issue of the prospectus to the public and his 
money was returned. On the 8th of April he signed a cheque for the same 
amount and also an application for the same shares, and sent them ina 
few days later. He now sued for a declaration similar to that claimed in 
Cackett v. Keswick, on the ground that the prospectus on which he relied 
was ‘‘ fraudulent” within section 67 of the Companies Act, 1867, f 

Farwett, J., in giving a considered judgment after the delivery of that 
in Cackett v. Keswick, said that this plaintiff had to bring his case within 
the words of section 38, which included ‘“‘ as regards any person taking 
shares in the company on the faith of such prospectus.” His lordship 
found that the prospectus was settled by counsel in consultation on the 
llth of March, but owing to a hitch it was not finally approved or 
authorized for issue or issued until the 24th of May. So that the plaintiff 
signed his underwriting agreement and application for shares before any 
prospectus had been issued to the public, as he must have known, because 
the agreement mentioned the prospectus as a document to be issued in the 
future. ‘Knowingly issued” in the Act must mean “‘ intentionally issued 
to the public’? : per Cockburn, C.J., in Twyeross v. Grant (25 W. R. 701, 2 
OC. P. D. 469, 540). The Act was not intended to extend to advance 
prospectuses shewn to friends or speculators by way of anticipation of 
the public and to induce them to co-operate with the promoters. 
Such persons could not get the benefit of the statute. The plain- 
tiff therefore failed not only on this ground, but also because 
he had failed to prove that he subscribed on the faith that there 
was no such contract as that of the 10th of March in existence. He 
had simply acted on the faith of the directors’ names, and had never read 
the contract clause ; he individually had attached no weight to anything 
but the directors’ names. He was in a very different case from the 
ordinary investor. The investor wants a sound concern, the underwriter 
wants an attractive prospectus. The fact that his commission was payable 
in shares was not enough to lead his lordship to regard him as the careful 
investor. The contract of underwriting with the promoter was wholly 
distinct from the one to take shares. The action failed and would be 
dismissed with costs.—CounsgL, Swinfen Eady, K.C., Upjohn, K.C., and 
Martelli ; Rufus Isaacs, K.0., and Muir Mackenzie; Neville, K.C., and 
Daniel Jones ; Younger, K.C , and Pattullo. Soxscrrors, Rowelijvs, Rawle, 
& Co., for Clayton § Gibson, Newcastle-on-Tyne ; Stephenson, Harwood, § Co. ; 
Nicol, Son, § Jones ; Neish, Howell, § Macfarlane. 

[Reported by W. H. Dzarzr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MOTOR CARRIAGE SUPPLY CO. (LIM.) v. BRITISH AND COLONIAL 
MOTOR CO. (LIM.). Joyce, J. 10th and 11th July. 


Specrric PsrrormMaNnce—OonpITION ENABLING VENDOR TO RexscIND AND 
Forrerr Derosrr—Exexrcise arrer Action Brovcur. 


Action with witnesses. The plaintiffs claimed specific performance of 
an agreement dated the 18th of Septeraber, 1900, by which the defendants 
contracted to purchase, at the price of £600, a factory,and premises with the 
plant, machinery, tools, and tenants’ fixtures, and materials in and about 
the premises for the residue of a term of three years from the 25th of 
December, 1899. On the signature of the agreemeat the defendants paid a 
deposit of £60, and the date fixed for completion of the purchase was the 
18th of October, 1900. On the 3rd of December the plaintiffs issued a 
writ for specific performance, and they delivered the statemeat of claim in 
the action on the 16th of January, 1901. In their defence, which was 
delivered on the 21st of February, the defendants alleged that the delay m 
completion of the purchase was due to the neglect of the plaintiffs 
who had not completed their abstract of title until the 21st of November, 
and that the defendants had always been ready and willing to carry out 
their contract. They also counterclaimed for specific performance with 
compensation for the delay and other breaches of the contract. On the 
19th of February, shortly before the defence was delivered, the 
plautiffs’ solicitor wrote to the defendants’ solicitors claiming to 
enforce a condition of the contract enabling them to forfeit the 
deposit and to resell the property if the contract were not completed 
withm ten days, and stating that they would disgontinue the action. 
In pursuance of this letter they gave notice of discontinuance on the 
28th of March, but the defendants elected to proceed on their counterclaim, 
which they amended by asking in the alternative for repayment of the 
deposit with interest. At the trial it ap that the plaintiffs had 
resold the premises to other persons for £850, reserving to themselves the 
power to cancel the agreement for the re-sale. For the defendants it was 
argued that it was not open to the plaintiffs to make time of the essence of 
the contract after action brought, as they claimed to do by their letter of 
the 19th of February, and so obtain power to rescind, and on this point Ae 
Spindler and Mears’ Contract (49 W. BR. 410; 1901, 1 Ch. 900) was cited. The 
plaintiffs’ counsel replied that since the defendants had now had oppor- 
tunities of completing the contract and had failed to do so after notice, the 
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plaintiffs were entitled to forfeit the deposit, and they cited Hudson v. 
Temple (29 B. 586), Ex parte Barrell, Re Parnell (23 W. BR. 846, 10 Ch. App. 
512), Mawson v. Fletcher (19 W. R. 141, 6 Ch. App. 91). 

Joycz, J., after stating the facts, continued: When the plaintiffs 
brought their action on the 3rd of December they in effect elected to 
pursue their remedy by specific performance instead of taking advantage 
of the rescission clause in the agreement. ‘The notice delivered on the 19th 
of February was most uncandid, inasmuch as it did not state that the 
plaintiffs had already on the 16th entered into an agreement for the resale 
of the property. Their statement as to discontinuance was ambiguous, 
and did not bind the plaintiffs to do so, and in fact they did not dis- 
continue until the 22nd of March, when the resale had been completed. 
The defendants were not bound to comply with such a notice as that 
during the pendency of the action. The vendor cannot be allowed to 
pursue two inconsistent courses. I give judgment for the defendants on 
the counterclaim for return of the deposit with costs, without prejudice to 
their claim to the profits of the resale.—Counsret, Hughes, K.C., and 
Temple Franks; Badcock, K.C., and EF. Ford. Soutcrrors, C. F. Twist ; 
Beyfus § Beyfus. 

[Reported by J. F. Iszxrx, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re MADDY. MADDY v. MADDY. Joyce, J. 13th July. 


“Otauses Usuan IN a Serruement’?’ — Covenant To Setrriz ArreR- 
ACQUIRED Property. 


Summons under liberty to apply reserved in a former order. On the 
marriage of a Mrs. Castell, a daughter of the testator, an agreement was 
entered into which contained, inter alia, a clause providing for the insertion 
of “ all clauses usual in settlements of a like nature.’’ The question now 
arose whether this phrase included a covenant to eettle atter-acquired 
property. The opinions of Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme and Mr. Spencer 
Butler, two conveyancing counsel to the Chancery Division of the High 
Court, were produced and verified by the affidavit of the solicitor who 
submitted the case to them. [Joycer, J.—I think this is not strictly correct. 
The counsel should have made affidavits themselves.] None of the parties 
making any objection, the opinions were considered. It ap from 
them that a covenant to settle after-acquired property was not usual, and 

Joycz, J., made an order accordingly.—CounseL, Brinton; E. 8. Ford ; 
F. Thompson; E. P. Hewitt; Pattison. Soxtcrrors, Field, Roscoc, § Co. ; 
H. P. Duggan. 

[Reported by J. F. Iszxix, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


CARTER AND ANOTHER v. SEATON AND OTHERS. Barnes, I. 
8th and 11th July. 


Prosate — Wits Act, 1837 (1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 9—Want or Dvg Execvrion 
—‘* In THE PagsEence or’? Two on Morse Wrrnesszs. 


This was a probate suit in which the plaintiffs, Robert John Carter and 
Alfred Osman, propounded the will of the late Edward McAlister Seaton, 
who died on the 18th of February, 1901. The defendants, John Fox 
Seaton and others, pleaded that the will, which was executed on the 17th 
of February, 1901, was not duly executed according to the provisions of 
the Wills Act, 1837, and propounded a will of the 2nd of June, 1883. 
The deceased died on the 18th of February, 1901. Section 9 of 1 Vict. c 
26 (the Wills Act, 1837) provides, inter alia, ‘‘that no will shall be valid 
unless it shall be in writing and shall be signed at the foot or 
end thereof by the testator, or by some other person in his presence and 
by his direction ; and such signature shall be made or acknowledged by 
the testator in the presence of two or more witnesses present at the same 
time, and such witnesses shall attest and shall subscribe the will in the 
presence of the testator, but no form of attestation shall be necessary.” 
The plaintiffs’ case was that on the day before his death the testator 
dictated his will to his wife. In the bedroom where he lay was a nurse 
named Isaacson, and in the adjoining dreseing-room another nurse 
named Sims. The testator asked Nurse Isaacson to witness his will, and 
she took it into the adjoiuing dressing-room, the door of which was open, 
and signed the will on a tabie which, although it was within fifteen feet 
of the testator, was nevertheless out of his sight. The testator then called 
out, “‘Let ‘ Nanna’ (meaning Nurse Sims) sign too.’? Neither of the 
nurses heard that request, and the testator’s wife went into the dressing- 
room and repeated it to Nurse Sims, who thereupon signed it at the table 
above referred to. Both nurses saw the testator’s signature, but Nurse 
Sims had not dgen the testator sign. On these facts the plaintiffs con- 
tended that the will had been signed in the presence of the testator within 
the meaning of section 9 of the Wills Act, and cited Wright v. Price (1 
Doug. 241), Newton v. Clarke (2 Curt. 320), Casson v. Dade (1 Br. O. O. 98), 
In the Goods of Mary Killick (3 Sw. & Tr. 578), Jenner v. Ffinch (5 P. D. 106), 
The defendants contended that the Act had not been complied with, and 
cited the cases of In the Goods of Edward Coleman (3 Ourt. 318), Newton v. 
Clarke (2 Curt. 320), and Tribe v. Tribe (1 Rob. 775). 

Bannzs, J., in delivering judgment, reviewed the cases decided since 
the Statute of Frauds (29 Oar. 2, c. 3), referring esvecially to Newton v. 
Clarke (2 Ourt. 320), Davy v. Smith (3 Salk, 395), Wright v. Manifold (1 
M. & 8. 294), Todd v. The Earl of Winchelsea (3 Russ. 441). Coming to the 
Wills Act, 1837, the learned judge reviewed the cases of Zribe v. Tribe 
(7 Notes of Cases 132), Norton v. Bazett (2 Deane 259), In the Goods of 
Trimnell (11 Jur. N. 8. 248). Dealing with the facts in the present case 
the learned judge said that he thought the evidence shewed that one of the 
witnesses did not see the testator sign, and though it had been argued that 
the testator might have seen the witnesses attest—i.c., that it was in his 
Power to do so if he chose, the court thought that the facts here shewed 





that he could by no possibility whatsoever have seen them. The 

of the statute was perfectly clear, and it was not according to the 
meaning of the Act to say that this will had been attested ‘“‘in the 
testator’s presence.” The court therefore pronounced agains 
the 17th ot February, 1901, and in favour of the will of the 2nd of June, 
1883, and the costs of all parties would come out of the estate,—OovunseL, 
Bargrave Deane, K.0., and Rayden; Priestley and Willock. Soxicrrors, 
Mackrell, Maton, § Co. ; Linklaters ; Wontners. 


[Reported by Gwynywz Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
COURT OF SESSION (FIRST DIVISION). 
Before Lord ADAM, and Lords KINNEAR and PEARSON, 12th July. 
Petition ror ApMIss1Ion oF A Woman To Law AGents’ ExammnarIon. 


This wasa petition by Margaret HowieStrang Hall, spinster, for admission 
to the Law Agents’ Examination. Miss Hall holds certain certificateswhich 
she said exempted her from the first General Knowledge Examination, except 
as regards the elements of Latin, and which alsoexempted herfrom the second 
General Knowledge Examination. She transmitted two Leaving Certifi- 
cates to the Board of Examiners of Law Agents, and the secretary replied 
on the 7th of November last that he was unable to enrol her for the examina- 
tion to be held in January. He added that the examiners had lately had 
under consideration the question of applications by lady candidates, and 
that they were of opinion that they could not take them on trial unless 
authorized by the court to do so. He accordingly returned her certificates. 
Answers were lodged for the Incorporated Society of Law Agents in 
Scotland. The respondents said they did not feel called upon to oppose 
the prayer of the petition. At the same time, they said there might be a 
question whether women had a legal right to be admitted to practise the pro- 
fession of the law. According toinveterate usage and custom in Scotland that 
practice had in all departments of the law been exclusively confined to men. 
No woman had at any time been admitted to practice in Scotland, England, 
or Ireland. The respondents were not aware that any woman had ever 
hitherto sought to be admitted in any of these countries. On the other hand, 
women practised the profession of the law in the United States of America, 
and recently by — legislation women had been made eligible for admis- 
sion to the bar in France. Again, while the court had, especially in earlier 
times, exercised wide powers by Act of Sederunt with regard to the 
regulation of the profession of law agents, the Acts of Sederunt, as well 
as the statutes dealing with the same subjects, did not appear to contem- 
plate the case of women becoming members of the profession. Law agents 
were eligible to be appointed to public and judicial offices, as, for example, 
the office of salaried Sheriff-Substitute, clerkships in the Court of Session 
and Bill Chamber, and the office of Notary Public. The respondents, 
however, while very respectfully bringing these considerations before the 
attention of the court, did not conceive it to be their interest or duty 
to maintain that women ought not to be enrolled as law agents. 
On the 30th of January the division, after debate in respect of the novelty 
and importance of the question involved in the case, appointed to 
prepare, print, and box to the judges minutes of debate in order to the 
opinion of the whole judges being obtained. 

Tue Diviston dismissed the petition. 

Lord Apa said: The consulted judges are unanimously of opinion that 
we have no power to admit this lady. We are unanimously of the same 
opinion. The opinion of the judges of the second division—the Lord 
Justice-Clerk, Lords Young, Trayner, and Moncrieff—was as follows: We 
are of opinion that the court has no power to grant the prayer of this 
petition. Whatever power the court may have had formerly of admitting 
persons to practise as law agents in the courts of Scotland, we think that 
the power of the court in reference to such admissions is now limited and 
defined by the Act of 1873, for by that Act it is provided that ‘* no person 
shall be admitted as a law agent in Scotland except in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act.”” The court is authorized to admit “‘ 8,”” a term 
which no doubt 1s equally applicable to male and female. But in the case 
of an ambiguous term that meaning must be assigned to it which is in 
accordance with inveterate usage. Accordingly, we interpret the word as 
meaning ‘‘ male persons,’’ as no other has ever been admitted as a law 
agent. If females are now to be admitted as law agents that must in our 
view be authorized by the Legislature. The opinion of the Outer House 
judges — Lords Kyllachy, Kincairney, Stormonth-Darling, Low, and 
Pearson—was as follows: We are of opinion that the court has no power 
to grant this petition. We think that before the Act of 1873 women were 
not eligible to be appointed law agents, and that they are not made eligible 
by that Act.—OounsgL, 2. S. Horne; W. Campbell, K.C., and Macfarlane. 
Acrnts, A. Campbell ¢ Son, S.S.C.; Carment, Wedderburn, $¢ Watson, WS. 
—Abridged from the Scotsman. 


*,* In our report of the case of Lady Cardigan v. Curzon Howe (anie, p. 
652) the counsel associated with Mr. Norton, K.C., should have been 
stated as Mr. Hornell, and Messrs. Merriman, Pike, & Merriman should 
have been mentioned as solicitors for the Marquis of Ailesbury. 








Mr. Justice Kennedy is et to be back from the Western Circuit 
early next week, when he take charge of the commercial list of actions 
and summonses until the return of Mr. Justice Mathew from the South- 
Eastern Circuit. , 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annvat Genzerat Mzertine. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 12th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the 
retiring President (Mr. Roxgrt Extert, Cirencester) taking thechair. The 
following members of the Council were present: Sir Henry Hartley 
Fowler, M.P., G.C.8.I. (vice-president), Mr. Joseph Addison, Mr. Henry 
Attlee, Mr. Charles Mylne Barker, Mr. James Samuel Beale, Mr. Ebenezer 
John Bristow, Mr. Robert Cunliffe, Mr. George Kdgar Frere, Mr. John 
Edward Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. James Warnes Howlett (Brighton), 
Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. Stephen Henham King (Maidstone), Mr. 
Harry Wilmot Lee, Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. Frederic Parker Morrell 
(Oxford), Mr. Frank Rowley Parker, Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Thomas 
Rawle, Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., Mr. Charles Stewart, Mr. William Melmoth 
Walters, Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, Mr. Philip Witham, and 
Mr. F. O. Taylor (Norwich, extraordinary member). 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Sir Henry Fowler, M.P., G.C.S.I., was elected president and Sir 
Albert Rollit, LL.D., M.P., vice-president, for the year ensuing, the 
announcement being received with loud cheering. 

The Prestpent: I am sure I may congratulate the society that Sir 
Henry Fowler and Sir Albert Rollit have kindly placed their services at 
the disposal of the society, ard I am sure you wish them both a very 
prosperous and happy year of office. 


VACANCIES ON THE CoUNCIL. 


There were ten vacancies on the Council caused by the retirement of 
members in rotation, all of whom sought re-election with the exception of 
Mr. Grinham Keen, Mr. C. T. Saunders (Birmingham), and Mr. Rk. L. 
Vassall (Bristol). The following are the names of the seventeen candidates, 
those going out of office being indicated by an asterisk: *Mr. Joseph 
Addison, Mr. Wemyss Henry Atkinson (Newcastle-on-Tyne), *Mr. Henry 
Attlee, *Mr. James 8. Beale, Mr. Henry Lloyd Carter (Carnarvon), Mr. 
Charles Cheston. Mr. Harvey Olifton, Mr. Arthur Hepburn Hastie, *Mr 
John Hollams, Mr. Edward Percival Whitley Hughes (East Grinstead), 
Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. Eaward Owen Langham 
(Eastbourne), Mr. Charlies E. Mathews (Birmingham), *Mr. Joseph Farmer 
Milne (Manchester), *sir A. K. Rollit, LL.D., M.P., Mr. Francis Minchin 
Voulee, and *Mr. Arthur Wightman (Sheffield). 

The Paresipznt announced that as the candidates were more in number 
than the vacancies, a ballot would be neceseary, and Mr. W. J. Fraser, Mr. 
Alfred Jonas, Mr. F. FitzPayne, Mr. Blakiston, and Mr. W. T. Skelton, 
had consented to act as scrutineers. 

= A. H. Hastie (London) asked when the voting papers would be sent 
out. 

The Prestpent: I hope they will be out so that there will be a week or 
ten days between the receipt of the papers and their return. 


AvnprTors. 


Mr. J. 8. Chappelow, F.0.A., Mr. Spencer B. Kendall, and Mr. Mitchell 
Templeton were elected auditors of the society’s accounts for the year 
ensuing. 

Annvat Report. 

The Presipent: I have now to propose the reception and adoption of the 
report and accounts which have been circulated amongst you. In the first 
place I should like to refer to a paragraph in the report on the subject of 
membership of the society. It is satisfactory to find that we have enrolled 
during the year 245 new members, which is an excess over the number of 
new members who were enrolled in the previous year. But certainly we 
on this side of the table feel, as I am sure you also feel, that the propor- 
tion of the whole profession who are members of the society is not 
as it should be, and that we desire to see that membership largely increased. 
That the figures at the moment are not anything to take alarm at is 
clear from this, that we have applied lately much more rigidly than before 
the rule as to the paying up of arrears of subscriptions or removing 
the names of those in default. And in the last year or two 
a number of people who were nominally members of the society 
but who had not paid their subscriptions have had their names 
removed, with the apparent result of reducing the number of members, 
though in fact the active membership has not been so reduced. The 
Council have appointed a committee to consider suggestions that have 
been made at various times as to the possibility of enlarging our member- 
ship, end there exists, 1 know, in the minds of many of our members a 
strong feeling and desire that every solicitor should of necessity bea 
member of the society. 

A Memser: Impossible. 

The Purstpent: I have not suggested that it is possible. My personal 

view 1s that it is imposeib’e. 1 mentioned the simple fact that we know 
meny members of the society hold and they have expressed that view. 
‘Te committee have not concluded their labours. They are in communica- 
lion with the provincial societies with the object of obtaining their views 
on the general question. One thing may be certainly said, that nothing in 
the shape of compulsory membership, which bas been repeatedly suggested. 
is possible wi huut Irgislation. Aud in the present state of business ia 
Parliament, legislation would of course be an absolute impossibility in this 
session, and therefore no time has been lost by the committee not having 
made their report. The subject is being carefully considered by the 
Council ard their committce, and they will very gladly receive apy 








suggestions made by any member, because we are in entire sympath 
with all those who feel that the membership ought to be widen 
and that considerably. In sa that I desire to add that 
I do not for one moment t that the society is not repre- 
sentative at present in its character. I claim that it is wholly 
and fully representative in the very largest degree, and I venture 
to assert without fear of contradiction that there is no profession the 
views of which can be focussed so rapidly and so completely and so 
accurately. The views of the great body of solicitors under the existing 
arrangements of this society, working in co-operation with the associatea 
provincial societies, are fully represented. 


Lecat EpvucatIoNn, 


Then another subject which has occupied the anxious attention of the 
Council has been that of legal education. We have a committee carefully 
considering various proposals that have been submitted to it with a view 
to furthering more ft we do the cause of legal education. You will 
gather from the report that the attendance at the classes held by the tutors 
has been not so good this last year as it was in the year before. You 
know that, as a matter of experience, before the appointment of these 
tutors it was found that the students did not attend the lectures, and there- 
fore, anxious as we are to promote and encourage legal education by every 
means that we can, we are in this difficulty, that at present we have not 
before us what appears to be a workable scheme for giving the effective aid 
to legal education which we desire. But the committee will continue 
their efforts in that direction, and I should say that latterly we have 
been waiting to see what the new law curriculum of the London 
University may be. We have the satisfaction of being represented on the 
senate of that university by our vice-president, Sir Albert Rollit, as, 
member of the committee, and directly representative of the society—that 
is, nominated by the Council of the society—we have our friends Mr. 
Godden and Mr. Pennington. And therefore we may certainly hope that 
if it is possible that anything can be doue in which this society can assist 
by way of co-operation with the senate of the London University that we 
have friends on that senate and shall be able to co-operate effectively. 
Our Yorkshire friends, I am bound to say, have shewn throughout the 
greatest possible vigour in dealing with this question of legal education 
by establishing a most valuable board of legal studies. They have made 
a proposal, which is also under the consideration of the Oouncil, as to 
enabling a clerk to take a university law degree during his articles, I 
am not going to discuss these various questions now, I only desire that you 
should know that the Council are very anxiously considering this question, 
and I may say that the general attitude which we hold towards the 
question is this, that we desire to promote in every way we can the higher 
education of our law students, whilst at the same time we are as con- 
vinced as ever that it is necessary that the practical training of the young 
solicitor should receive should be obtained during his articles in the office 
of his master, and that the power of testing his fitness to practice should 
remain as it still is with the society. In connection with this subject I 
have to mention a resolution which was passed at our last special general 
meeting. It was a resolution passed on the motion of Mr. Holmes with 
reference to the intermediate examination. The purport of the resolution 
was that the examiners should divide those who have passed the 
intermediate examination into two classes, first and second, and that 
there should be an exemption made in favour of those who are placed in 
the first class from the fee payable by those pupils who desire to sit for 
honours. The Council, as it was their duty to do, took that matter into 
consideration and they adopted the resolution so far as regards the 
division into two classes, and from July next all students at the inter- 
mediate examination will be divided into first and second classes. But 
with reference to the second branch of the resolution the Council feel that 
it would be objectionable to introduce the element of a pecuniary reward 
into an examination the clear object of which is simply to ascertain what 
progress the clerk is making with his studies, and they do not propose 
therefore to adopt that part of the resolution. 


Lanp TRANSFER. 


There is one other subject upon which I should like to say a word, and 
that is the subject of land transfer. You will remember that at a recent 
special general meeting a resolution was passed upon that subject on the 
motion of Mr. Rubinstein, to whomI venture to say the profession is 
indebted for the great exertions he has made on this subject, and the 
great amount of time and labour he has devoted toit. Tne resolution 
which was passed was in favour of an inquiry as to the working of the 
system of compulsory registration in London. As you have all of you seen, 
the authorities have declined to grant that inquiry. But the Council 
are quite prepared with information which they have collected, and ar 
collecting, and they will be glad to receive more from any member in 8 
position to furnish them with it. They are prepared to place before any 
committee or commission whenever an inquiry may take place a body of 
evidence which I may venture to say, having carefully looked though it 
myself, will be found entirely to support the tion which has always 
been taken by the members of our branch of the profession, that compulsory 
registration is not found to cheapen or simplify the tranefer of land. Mr. 
Rubinstein has sent a letter which has been received since we have been in the 
building to attend this meeting, and he has asked me to read it. It is 0 
the effect that he thinks our efforts to obtain an inquiry should not be 
relinquished, and I may certainly say that the Council will lose 0 
opportunity that may offer itself to obtain that end. 


Souicrrors Act. 


Then I should like to refer to matters more immediately affecting 
ourselves. In the first place I have the satisfaction to tell you that th 
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Act for the amendment of the Solicitors Act, promoted by the Council, and 
which has passed the House of Lords, has been introduced into the House 
of Commons, and stands, I believe, for second reading on an early day. 
We are very sincerely anxious that that Bill should pass this session. If 
it does it will give the Council the undoubted power of withholding the 
certificates of undischarged bankrupts in any case in which they think it 
necessary in the interests of the profession that that should be done. I 
have also to remind you that rules have now been adopted and issued by 
the Rule Commitiee which will make it impossible for some of our pro- 
fessional brethren who have brought discredit upon us to continue that 
kind of process they have resorted to in the past of keeping a client at bay 
for weeks and months before any account or particulars can be obtained 
from him as to what money or documents are in his hands. You will see 
that appended to the report there is the annual reportof the Statutory Com- 
mittee, and you will have seen that that committee is doing a great and a 
very useful work in the interests of the society and of the public. No 
doubt the number of cases disclosed by that committee is large, but the 
numbers, large as they are, need not certainly give us any cause for alarm. 
That there are many cases now brought before the committee and dealt 
with in such a way as to come within their returns which never would have 
come to light but under that system is, I think, an undoubted fact. Therefore 
you must attribute this number to a large extent to the fact that the broom 
is sweeping much closer than it ever did before. I find with reference to the 
expenditure incurred by the society in bringing cases before the Statutory 
Committee and before the courts, and investigating cases with a view to 
bringing them forward, that we have spent not only the £2,500 allocated 
by Parliament for the purpose, but also a much largersum than the £2,500 
of the money of the society. And I am sure I am expressing the sense of 
every one of my colleaguer, and that you will re-echo the sentiment, that it 
is our determination that neither time, nor trouble, nor money shall be 
spared on the part of this society and of those who control it in doing 
whatever can be done within our proper sphere and functions to purge the 
roll of solicitors of all those who would bring discredit upon the honour 
of the profession. 
Kixe’s Bencu Drviston. 


We have had cause to regret that no substantial progress has been made 
in the methods adopted in the King’s Bench Division for the disposal of 
business there, but you will have noticed, as we have with satisfaction, that 
the judges of that division have formed a committee and are taking steps 
with the object itis understood of facilitating and improving the methods 
of transacting bueiness in that division. The need for it has been empha- 
sised in this hall over and over again, and we shall watch the pr i 
of this committee with the greatest possible interest, and Iam quite sure 
that if the proposals that emanate from the judges are, as we hope they 
will be, such as may tend to facilitate business and be in the public 
interest they will certainly receive the cordial support of our branch of 
the profession. 

Country Covrr JuRispDIcTION. 


With reference to the county court jurisdiction we have been unable to 
advance in the year the wishes of the members of our profession as to 
increasing the jurisdiction of those courts. Our Bill is ready, and has 
been for many months; but the state of business is such that it has been 
absolutely impossible to make progress with it. But the moment an 
opportunity offers it is our intention to launch that Bill for increasing the 
ordinary jurisdiction of the county courts to £100. 1 think you will be 
pleased to see that the Lord Chancellor has acceded to a suggestion made 
to him which affords us an opportunity of seeing and making notes upon 
the rules issued by the County Courts Rule Committee before they come 
into operation. 

Accounts. 

Now I come to the accounts, and I shall say but a word or two upon 
thése. You will see that we have a satisfactory balance of nearly £4,000 
to carry forward, and that we are happily entirely out of debt. That is 
a great fact, and it marks what I may call for all of us, the present 
generation of members, something like a new departure, because that is a 
— in which the society has not been for very — years past. 

ething like a corresponding position existed in the period between ’64 
and ’72. That was a time when the whole of the north side of the 
building, including the examination hall, was built and the various cites for 
it acquired. At that time the society had an old debt, not a very large one, 
but it spent £42,000 in acquiring this site and completing the building in 
that direction as far as it has been completed. When all that was done, in 
the year 1872 there was a debt of £47,250. The whole of the debt has 
‘been paid o® since then, and we are the owners of a property estimated at 
‘something like £170,000 in value and entirely unencumbered. I should 
mot like to depart from this subject without tendexzing to Mr. Pennington 
on your behalf our very hearty thanks for the great care during all these 
maby years he has given to the finances of our society. I am now quite 
sure that the happy position in which we now stand is very largely due to 
the care and economy with which Mr, Pennington has managed your 
finances. I would only say that whilst we all recognize that it is his duty, a 
duty which he has performed most admirably as our chancellor of the 
exchequer, to watch very carefully every item of expenditure, it perhaps 
now becomes ours to see that we put before him whatever mode we can 
suggest of spending more money, so long as the spending of that money 
Will be advancing the best interests and true objects of the society. And 
it is for that object—and I am not going to say more to-day—that the 
Council have appended to the report the report of a committee of their 
body on the subject of the propo:ed completion of the society’s buildings. 


IMPROVEMENT OF BUILDING. 


The object with wh'ch the Council have taken that subject in hand has | 





been to deal, now that they are in a position to do so—having for the first 
time for all these many years got out of debi—with this question which 
has over and over again been talked of in this hall and in the Council 
room, in order, first of all, that we may concentrate our staff in such a 
way, and in such rooms, that the business of the society, largely increased 
as it now is, may be properly conducted. Next, that we may afford to our 
members more facilities in the library than now exist, by providing better 
accommodation for the students in adding to the existing library, and 
also that we may comply with that which we understand to be the desire 
of many of our members, that there should be additional facilities within 
the walls of this building for a little rest, for a few moments’ conversation, 
perhaps it may be for the smoking of a cigar or the drinking of a cup of 
tea or coffee. 

Mr. Hastie rose to order. He quoted the bye-laws, to shew that the 
chairman at a general meeting could not introduce any subject not on the 
agenda without the express sanction of the Council. 

The Prestpent: I am much obliged to you. My attention has been 
called to that bye-law many times. I was not fora moment intending to 
bring this subject before the meeting now for its consideration, but [ was 
telling you that the Council had, for certain reasons which I have explained, 
entered upon the consideration of that question, and that they had, with 
the desire that every member of the society should have the fullest 
opportunity of considering it in all its bearings, appended the report of 
the committee to the annual report of the Council, thus bringing it under 
the notice of every member of the society, and that is the only object with 
which I have referred to it. 

The Vicz-Presipgnt (Sir Henry Fowler) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Cxas Forp (London) said that with regard to the accounts there 
was the same objection which he had «lways to bring. They were told 
that over £8,000 had been received from the articled clerks and yet the 
society had only ded the miserable sum of £205 9s. 8d. in connection 
with legal education. In int of law the society was required 
to spend the whole of that £8,000 for legal education. Wht 
the society was doing in legal education was worse than what 
they were doing ten or fifteen years ago. He had been waiting 
since 1867 for some alteration about the club and it looked as if it 
was coming now. So if they waited something might be done about 
legal education. Sir Albert Rollit was most anxious to do something for 
legal education, and he (Mr. Ford) hoped he would have the opportunity. 
Year after year the articled clerks were debited with half the rates and taxer, 
salaries, printing, house expenses, refreshments to assistant examiners, 
and soon. It was a most unfair state of things and most discreditable to 
the society. Except forthe Articled Clerks’ Fund they could not have paid o ff 
their debt. There was in the accounts an unpleasant little item of over 
£700 for ‘* entertainments after each examination and Council’s luncheons.”’ 
He asked the Council to consider whether an item of this kind ought to 
appear there. It would be a great advantage if there was a composite 
committee with members from outside the Council who might consider the 
subject of finance with a view to reform. 

Mr. W. P. W. Pxuriimore (London) asked Mr. Pennington as chairman 
of the Finance Committee a question with regard to the payment debited 
to the Articled Olerks’ Fund. Seven years ago Mr. Pennington was 


dividing the rates and rent and salaries and some other charges between 
that fund and the general funds of the society. At present the amount for 


‘* rates, taxes, and voluntary subscriptions’’ charged to the general fund 
was £1,400 and to the Articled Olerks Fund £700. For ‘salaries to 
officers, clerks, and servants, and pensions’’ the articled clerks were 
charged £3,700 and the society £3,800. He was trying to find out on 
what principle Mr. Pennington had apportioned these sums. With regard 
to the report on the new buildings he asked whether the members were 
bound by it or whether it was merely circulated with a view to some 
resolution in the future ? 

The Paesipent: Merely for future action. It is not before the meeting, 
except for information. 

Mr. E. Kisser (London) said he was glad to hear what the President 
said as to purging the profession. He thought the profession stood 
in a position of considerable peril. Anything reported against a solicitor 
would make a newspaper pay, but would anything reported in favour of a 
eolicitor have the same effect? Any swindle perpetrated by a solicitor 
went down with the public, but did a swindle perpetrated on a solicitor 
also go down with them? Nething of the ki It was clear from the 
report that the public view of the society was an erroneous one, because, 
by the society’s own proceedings, solicitors’ clients had been invited tu 
make an attack upon them. The attacks made upon solicitors had been 
proved by the investigation of the Discipline Committee in the majority 
of the cases to be unfounded. Was there any other society in existence 
which invited the prosecution of its members ? 

Mr. GrantoHam Dopp (London) thought this one of the most excellent 
reports the Council bad ever issued. He congratulated the society upon 
the extinction of the mortgage, which had long been a very great 
incumbrance and difficulty. ith regard to legai education he hoped 
the proposals of the Yorkshire Law Society would be carried into effect. 
He thought there ought to be something in the shape of prizes given at 
the intermediate examination. As to the memorial for the extension of 
the society to Wales, he hoped that would be carried into effect without 
difficulty, With regard to the articled clerks’ account, the society pad 
expended £4,000 beyond the receipts. The expenditure was £11,998, whilst 
the receipts were £8,064. If that were so, much of the objection taken by 
members to that account seemed to him to fall to the ground. 

Mr. W. J. Anmrracr (London) suggested that with a view to increasing 
the membership of the society conversaziones or other entertainments at 
which members of the profession could be brought into personal contact 
with the members of the Council should be given from tiue to time, 
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Mr. Hore (London) asked whether in the future the proportional 

tation in provincial matters on the Council would be given in the 

report. It would be a very good thing if the number of provincial 
members on the Council were stated in the report. 

The Prestpent: We will take n te of your suggestion. 

Mr. F. J. East (London) referred to the president’s remarks as to the 
rules by which clients might more speedily get an account from their 
solicitor and ascertain what documents and securities were in his hands. 
He asked whether the Council would take into consideration the expediency 
of altering that part of the law which compelled the solicitor to wait one 
calendar month before he could proceed to recover upon his bill of costs? 
If they were going to be smart with the solicitor and compel him to cash 
up, the scales should be evenly held, and the members of the profession 
should have facilities for recovering their fees and so abolishing that 
which was at present a great injustice. 

Mr. Ricuarp Prenntnoton (London) said Mr. Phillimore had asked a 
very reasonable question, and with regard to which it was quite right he 
should receive an explanation, Mr. Phillimore had said that practically 
half the charges incurred in payment of “ salaries to officers, clerks, 
servants, and pensions’’ had been debited to the society and half to the 
articled clerks, but that with regard to ‘‘ rent, rates, and taxes” a larger 
proportion was charged to the society than to the articled clerks. Formerly, 
as Mr. Phillimore had said, half the amounts spent in rent, rates, and 
taxes was charged to each of these accounts; but after very careful con- 
sideration, some few years ago the Council came to the conclusion that it 
was very desirable that they should have a valuation made for the purpose 
of seeing whether they were correct in making that charge in that way. 
The Council, therefore, took the opinion of a very eminent surveyor, who 
made a very careful valuation and calculation, and they then came to the 
conclusion that it would be proper that a larger rent should be paid by the 
society than was charged to the articled clerks. That having been settled, 
the rates, of course, followed. With regard to the salaries of officers, &c., 
the Council had always felt that the benefits which were conferred on 
articled clerks in having the use of the society’s buildings in connection 
with their education and examination, and so on, justified them in charg- 
ing them as much as the society was charged. That question was raised 
some years ago, and it was taken to the Master of the Rolls and to the late 
Lord Ohancellor, and that in a very fully and very carefully detailed 
manner, and they came to the conclusion that the accounts were made out 
on a perfectly accurate principle ; and acting upon that the Council were 
confirmed in the view which, of course, they had taken themselves, and 
they therefore continued to charge half the salaries to one fund and half 
to the other. There was no change in proportion as regarded the salaries. 
There was a difference of £100, which was a payment in connection with 
the Petty Bag Office. The Council thought that articled clerks had 
_" to do with that, and therefore the fund was debited with no part 
of it. 

The motion was carried. 


A Memper Exrerzrep. 


The Presipent: I am sorry to say there is a somewhat unusual and 
unpleasant matter we have now to submit to you, and that is the proposal 
to expel a member. Iam sure you will not wish that I should occupy 
your time at any length. The gentleman is an undischarged bankrupt 
and his discharge is withheld on the ground that he has not kept proper 
books and that he attributed his bankruptcy to gambling. He has been 
invited by the Council to give an explanation, and in accordance with the 
bye-law it is my duty to move that he be removed from the society. 

The Vicz-Presipent seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

The Presipent said the name of Mr. Frank Ooulthard would therefore 
be removed from the list of members. 


Lenpixc Liprary. 


Mr. Partumore moved in accordance with notice: ‘‘ That the Library 
Committee shall take immediate steps to form a lending library of law 
books for the use of country and London members, and this meeting 
directs the Council to pay £400 a year to the Library Committee for that 
P .”’ He said it had occurred to him more than once to ask what 
advantage the country member received from the society. The society 
might greatly increase the attraction to country members if a section of the 
library was devoted to lending out books after the style of the London 
library. Members at a distance did not receive that benefit from the library 
towhich they were entitled, and he thought it would be possible to institute a 
lending library, euch as existed in most provincial towns, of law books, 
which could be sent out, not, of course, for an excessive length of time, but 
for a short period, to members at a distance from the buiiding and in the 
country who would care to use such a privilege. Of course, in the first 
instance there was the radical difficulty that there was no room in the 
library for the additional volumes which would be required. Therefore it 
would have to be deferred some considerable period until the society was 
in a position to provide shelf room. 

Mr. Fonp seconded the motion. He thought it such an excellent 
proposition that it was not likely to receive any consideration from the 
Uouncil. It ought to have been done years ago and would have been if 
the Council had been a reforming body instead of gentlemen who were 
well satisfied with things as they were. The country law societies were 
one ahead of London in many matters and a long way ahead of them in 


The Presipent: I seem fated to-day to disappoint Mr. Ford. I can 
assure him the Council will always be pleased to consider this or any other 
suggestion which may be made on the subject. So far as we can see at 


of them have their own libraries, and we should, I think, find very t 
practical difficulties in ing itout. If it could be carried out as fully 
as Mr. Phillimore and . Ford think it would certainly involve an 
expenditure of three or four times the £400 they talk about. But I can 
assure you it will be carefully considered by the Council. 

On the motion being put to the meeting eight votes were recorded 
in its favour and a considerable majority against. It was therefore 
negatived. 

The Presipent: The other motions fall with it. 

Mr. Pururmore: Not the second. 

The Peestpent: Quite true. But with reference to the third, having 
regard to what has been said as to the intentions of the Council with regard 
to the new buildings, will it not be better to leave it for the present ? 

Mr. Pumurmore: I think it would be desirable, as the whole subject 
is under consideration and the articled clerks are especially referred to in 
the report. 

The following are the motions in question of which Mr. Phillimore had 
given notice: (1) ‘‘ That in order to provide the said £400 the Council is 
hereby directed to limit their expenditure in the future on Council 
luncheons and otherentertainments to the sum of £300 a year.’’ (2) ‘‘ That 
the Council shall provide a separate library for the use of articled clerks, and 
take steps to utllize the strangers’ dining room in the Law Olub for that 
purpose.”’ 

Covuncit Exxcnons. 


Mr. Purtumore asked: (1) “‘How many votes were received at the 
election of the Council in 1900 by the lowest successful candidate, and by 
Mr. Harvey Clifton, the unsuccessful candidate?’’ (2) ‘‘ Why the 
scrutineers omitted to report the number of votes given to the various 
candidates at that Council election contrary to their usual practice, and 
whether the Council will take steps to ensure that such information is 
circulated among the members in the future?’’ He said he had not asked 
the questions with any electioneering object on the part of friends of his 
who were candidates. He was not aware when he gave notice of the 
questions that there was to be any contest, and he had not communicated 
with any of the candidates. 

The Presipent: The answer to the first question is that the numbers 
were 1,770 and 1,570 respectively, and to the second that the scrutineers did 
not omit to report the number of votes given to the various candidates, nor 
did they omit to give the usual publicity. The report was read at the 
adjourned meeting on the Ist of August, 1901, prints were distributed 
amongst the members who were present, and the reports were sent to the 
legal journals. It is quite true that the proceedings at the adjourned 
meeting at which the report of the scrutineers came up used to be printed 
separately and posted to the members. If it is desired on the part of the 
members that that expense should be continued we should be very happy 
to carry out their wishes, but it was simply dropped because it was 
thought every member knew the result, and that therefore the expense was 
unnecessary. 

Mr. Purttmmore: When was it dropped? Last year? 

The Presipent: Five or six years ago. 

Mr. Puitiimors also moved: “ That, in the opinion of this meeting, the 
present method of election to the Council is most unsatisfactory, and has 
resulted in its becoming virtually a close, self-elected body, totally unrepre- 
sentative either of the society or the profession at large.’’ He 
said the position of the society and the Oouncil as representative 
of the profession at large had been insisted upon rather strongly 
by the president. But he submitted that it was not in any 
sense truly representative for the reason that the Council were not elected 
by the general body of members, but only as the answer by the president 
to his question shewed, by a very small fraction of the members at large 
The Council no doubt in many respects deserved well of the profession 
for the time they spent and the zeal with which they looked after the 
interests of the profession. The members could not all, of course, agres 
with them in everything they did from time to time. They had opposed 
certain reforms that some of the members thought necessary; but he 
wanted to emphasize the fact that the time had now come when the 
method of election should be altered. It would be quite well to elect the 
Council en bloc, or a large section of it, by the voice of the whole of the 
members of the society if the society werea small one, as the society was 
forty, fifty, or sixty years ago; but the method of election suitable to a 
small lccal society in which all the members were very well known to one 
another was not suited to a society which had grown to the considerable 
position occupied by the Law Society. The candidates must necessarily be 
absolutely unknown to the members at large, and it was largely a matter of 
chance who was elected. That had resulted in a very mischievous method 
of electing members to fill vacancies, and that was what, without any 
desire to be disrespectful, he might call a house list. There were nominally 
ten vacancies, but the Oouncil regarded them on this occasion as = 
three really, and the President had nominated three gentlemen to 
those three vacancies. It was a matter of long custom, no doubt, 
that the presidents and various members of the Oouncil should 
nominate candidates, but he regarded it as a very gross abuse 
that the president who sat in the presidental chair as a neutral 
officer of the society should nominate any candidate whatever, 
because it gave that candidate an undue advantage with the 
general body of the members. He thought it would be far better that the 
president and Council generally should hold themselves aloof from 
nominating candidates in their official capacity, as had been done in the 
case of the present election, where the n tion papers were issued with 
the word “ president ’’ after the president’s name. way by which the 
Council could be made more representative opened two alternatives—the 
first was to divide the body of members in the country into electoral 





the present time the suggestion is not practicable. We have had no 
request from the country societies in this direction. We know that many | 


districts of say 500 members each to whom candidates could send their 
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circulars and electoral addresses ; the other was the system of representa- 
tion from the provincial societies. He favoured the first. 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion, observing that it was another excellent 
roposal, and therefore it had no chance with the Council. Was it not a 
‘act that the Law Club existed asa council electing club? Notwithstanding 

the report, nothing would induce him to believe that the Law Club would 
be done away with. 

Mr. Joszrx Appison (London) said he did not think the Council would 
complain in view of the exceedi ey temperate manner in which Mr, 
Phillimore had brought the motion forward. He did not think they could 
take Mr. Ford quite seriously, because, in spite of the fact that voting 

pers were sent to every member of the society both in town and country, 

e assured them in a solemn way that the members of the Council were 
elected by the club, The number of members voting at the election last 
year was 2,941, and I think the number of members of the club was some- 
what under 400. 

Mr. Hastie: More than the majority. 

Mr. Appison said that they could draw their own conclusion. The fact 
was that prior to 1894 there had been some question raised as to what was 
termed a house list, and things got into an exceedingly unsatisfactory 
condition. Complaints were made of the system, which was thought by 
many not to be very satisfactory to the society. Again the Council had 
considered the interest of the country members, and he wanted the 
meeting particularly to bear in mind that not only London but the country 
was concerned, and should be represented as far as possible. At any rate 
in 1894, after very considerable consultation with the representatives 
of the provincial law societies, and after ing the views of those 
who were capable of judging both in town and country, it was decided by 
the Council—not in any way as dictating to the electors, because they all 
knew that if one attempted to dictate to electors what they should do they 
would do just the opposite—but it was decided that the Council in London 
should, in conjunction with the representatives of the provincial bodies all 
over the country, consider who were the most fitting persons to be elected, 
and that their names should be placed before the electors for consideration. 
That wasall thatwasdone. It was quite open to the constituents to accept 
the persons put before them with the approval of the LawSociety orany other 

ns whose names appeared before them, but he thought the Council were 
foing nothing here that was not done by the governing bodies of all societies 
throughout the country; that was to convey some indication to the 
members of the society of the persons whom they considered would be 
useful in the interest of the profession, because that was the sole interest 
any of them could have in view. He submitted that that which was found 
to be working well was distinctly better than the chaotic scramble and 
canvassing which would take place if any such scheme as was proposed 
were brought into effect. 

Mr. Metvitn Green (Worthing) regretted that the motion had been 
brought forward, because it was in substance a proposition to apply for 
anew charter. Nothing could be done otherwise. The mode of election 
was provided by the charter. It might be that the time was drawing near 
when they should apply for a new charter,and the second motion of Mr. 
Phillimore which had yet to be moved might consequently be a very 
desirable one. But Mr. Phillimore said that first of all they must come 
to the conclusion that the mode of election was most unsatisfactory, and 
that the Council was totally unrepresentative. He regretted the motion 
because it was exactly the kind of motion which postponed reform. A 
moderate motion might be carried, but there was no need to anathematize 
the able and industrious men who formed the Council. Amongst other 
things with regard to a new charter the mode of election to the Council 
might have to be considered, but it was not furthered by such a motion as 
this. The right thing was move for a good strong committee to consider 
whether the time had come for a new charter and what that should be, 

Mr. Puitiimorz said he would withdraw the motion if Mr. Green would 
second the one he was about to bring forward. 

Mr. Hastie said they all wanted to know who the Council supported, 
some that they might vote for them, and others for an exactly opposite 
reason. There was no reason why the Council should not indicate their 
candidates. But at the last election ten candidates were elected en bloc 
practically by the same 1,750 voters, and one who had the very large number 
of upwards of 1,500 votes failed to be elected. The 1,700 carried the whole 
body, and the 1,400 were not represented. What was wanted was a 
system of cumulative voting. No new charter was required, an alteration 
of the bye-laws would do all that was necessary. 

The Vicz-Prasrment said that Mr. Hastie had raised what was the real 
issue, which was that there should be minority representation. That was 
avery fair and very proper subject for consideration. It had perplexed 
the most ys PP intellects of this generation, and no one had yet 
been able to find out a satisfactory mode of minority representation. He 
thought the mode Mr. Hastie mentioned, the cumulative vote, the very worst 
that was ever invented. He did not see how they could apply the cumula- 
tive vote to this constituency. It was one man one vote, and there were so 
many thousand men who had the opportunity of exercising the franchise. 
Every man was put upon an equality with every other man. No candidate 
Was put to any expense in sending his name round or in intimating that 
he was a candidate for the Council. The voting list was sent to every 
individual member. He had a right to assume, and he was determined to 
assume, that every member of the society was an intelligent man, that 
he was capable of exercising his franchise, and would not submit to be 
dictated to. He might assume—it was not an unnatural assumption— 
that those who had been in charge of the direction of the society 
for a considerable number of years, who were familiar with the pro- 
fession not only in London but in the provinces, that they were at all 
events as likely to be able to suggest competent persons, experienced 
Persons, independent persons, to fill that office as anybody else. There 





was no obligation to follow their opinion. Supposing the principle was 
thus, and he, as vice-president, put down his name as nomina' Sir 
Albert Rollit, nobody was bound to indi 
man, whether there was 1,700 or 3,000 
able to exercise his own vote. If, of course, the meaning was that they 
were to put upon the Council those gentlemen who were objectionable to 
the majority of the constituents, for whom the majority would not 
that was er a iple in an election, for which there was a good 
to be said in in its favour, 

of one’s life in a minority. 
have it so. But, looking at it practically, t 

Hastie 


5 
2 


meaning whatever. As Mr. had said, it simply cast an indirect 
slur upon the Council because he (the vice-president) was bound to say he 
had been familiar with the Council, with its meetings only 


ga 
than one day a week, to the affairs of the society. In his public life he 
had been associated with no body of men who so readily and un- 
grudgingly devoted their talent, time, attention, and experience to 

interests of the profession. And he had never seen a trace 

motive not consistent with that position which the Council t 
body would formulate a scheme, and submit it to the Council, he had not 
the shadow of a doubt that the Council would consider it. He was sure he 
should in the position he happened to occupy next year, he should be 
most ready to consider any me, but he told them frankly that he did 
not see his way to one yet. bed did y pee that <4 should shut 4 
eyes and ears to an g which migh roposed secure & mo 
ner Sn body at present, but out of fifty-two members of the 
Council twenty-two represented country societies, north, south, east, and 
west. They were nominated by the country law societies; and speaking 
of Birmingham, with which he was the more familiar, he might say that 
the gentleman who had been nominated as a representative of Birmingnam 
in i xo of their esteemed friend Mr. Saunders, who had been for many 
years a member of the Council, that gentleman was nominated from 
Birmingham, Worcester, Liverpool, Leeds, and Wolverhampton. He 
thought the country solicitors were not only well represented on the 
Council, but adequately If Mr. or Mr. Ford or 
anybody else would evolve some new scheme which they thought was 
better than the present one he was certain the Council would give that 
scheme the best consideration. He hoped the mesting would not pass a 
resolution which, if it indicated anything, was simply a censure on the 
Council, and indicated no new mode of dealing with the question. ‘ 

Mr. Puritmors, in reply, desired to disassociate himself from any idea 
of casting a personal slur on the Council, because he was very well aware 
of the time and energy they gave to the affairs of the society. It was a 
physical impossibility to know in this long list who were the most worthy 
of their votes. : 

On the motion being put Mr. Phillimore and Mr. Ford only voted for it, 
and it was negatived. 

The following motions, of which Mr. Phillimore had given notice, were 
consequently not proceeded with: (1) ‘‘That a committee be hereby 
appointed te omnis the present method of election to the Council, and 
how it may be best amended, and the Council rendered representative of 
the society.”” (2) “That such committee shall consist of three members 
to be nominated by the Council, and six by this meeting, with power to 
increase their number to twelve.” (3) ‘‘ That the report of this committee 
shall be circulated amongst the members not less than one week before the 
next general meeting of the society, and that at such meeting it shall be 
taken into consideration.”’ 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


Mr. F. H. Srevens (London) had given notice to move: ‘‘ That the 
Council be requested to take the opinion of the Provincial Law Societies— 
(1) As to whether it if desirable to alter the society’s examination 
regulations so far as to enable articled clerks to present themselves for 
intermediate examination at an earlier period of their articles than at 
present permitted ; and if so (2) At what period of his service an articled 
clerk should be allowed to sit for intermediate examination; and to 
report to the society.”’ 

e Presmpent: May I tell you, Mr, Stevens, that the Council have 
anticipated your motion. They have been in communication with the pro- 
vincial societies, and have adopted the principle of your suggestion. 
A regulation will be in due course made, under which the pupils coming 
up for the intermediate examination may tender themselves at any time 

ter one year’s service. z 

Mr. lexoee said it was entirely owing to the suggestion which had 
emanated from Mr. Stevens that the subject had been taken into con- 
sideration by the Cua. panty — have the merit of it. 

The motion was not therefore > 

A vote of thanks to the President, on the motion of Mr. Forp, terminated 


the proceedings. 








At Manchester, on Saturday, says the Zimes reporter, at the sitting of 
the Crown Court, in the of a large number of members of the bar, 
Mr. Justice Ridley, Mr. Justice Bucknill also being on the bench, referred 
to the loss that the circuit has sustained in the recent death of Mr. Charles 
P. McKeand, who was brilliant as a defender of prisoners and always most 
scrupulous as an advocate. He said that he lamented that Mr. McKeand 


had cut off practically in his prime, and could not but admire his 
pluck in continuing his work almost up to the last th he knew he 
was suffering from an incurable ailment, Mr. Shee, K.OC., replied in 


suitable terms on behalf of the bar. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Ronert Grorce Rarer, solicitor, the head of the firm of Raper, 
Freeland, & Tyacke, of Chichester, died on the 12th inst. in his seventy- 
fifth year. He was the son of Mr. Robert Raper, solicitor, of Chichester, 
and was admitted in 1850. He took an active part in public affairs, and 
between the years 1860 and 1889 filled the offices of Mayor of Chichester 
no fewer than ten times. He was knighted in 1886. He was a justice of the 

for the city ; for forty-five years acted as clerk to the Westhampnett 
latex: was for a long period clerk to the county magistrates, secretary to 
the Bishop and clerk to the Dean and Chapter, district registrar of the 
Probate Court, and held many other public appointments. He was also 
local solicitor to the Duke of Richmond and Gordon. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Roserr A. Griuzsrie, barrister-at-law, has been appointed to be 
Stipendiary Magistrate at West Ham, in the place of Mr. Ernest 
Baggallay, appointed metropolitan police magistrate. 

Mr. Suernerp Lirttz, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a Revising 
—" upon the Northern Circuit, in the plaze of the late Mr. G. X. 

egar, 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.urTion. 


Arruur Reep Jackson and Freprricx Septmvs Rose, solicitors (Jackson 
& Rose), 83, High-street, Sutton, Surrey. June 30. [Gazette, July 16. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. J. Moore-Bayley, solicitor, of Birmingham, writes a letter to the 
Times on county court appeals, in which he sums up the proceedings in 
successfully resisting an appeal made by a wealthy insurance company 
against a verdict for £46 obtained in the Birmingham County Court by a 
collector who had been wrongfully dismissed, as follows: ‘‘ One county 
court judge engaged twice, and one jury. The Lord Chief Justice of 

land with Mr. Justice Lawrance in the Divisional Court. The Master 
of the Rolls with Lord Justice Vaughan Williams and Lord Justice 
Stirling in the Court of Appeal. The possibility of an appeal to the 
House of Lords, entailing the services of the Lord Ohancellor and the Law 
Lords.”” Truly, indeed, he remarks, a judicial Nasmyth hammer with 
which to crack a small legal nut. 


On the 12th inst., Mr. Slade, the metropolitan police magistrate, 
pene on the bench for the last time. Mr. Washington, sen., the 
oldest solicitor in the district, said that the solicitors had assembled, not 
only to wish Mr. Slade good-bye, but also to say how sorry they were to 


lose him. The solicitors who had practised at this court desired to thank | >», 


him for the courtesy and help he always extended to them, and they 
hoped that in his retirement he would have ‘“‘length of days and 
—— of mind and body.”” Mr. Sydney also spoke for the solicitors, 
and Mr. Smith on behalf of public officials of the district, as well as Mr. 
H. Coates, the clerk of the court. Superintendent Waters testified to the 
many acts of kindness which Mr. Slade had shown towards the police. 
Mr. Slade said: ‘‘I did not know it was the duty of a magistrate when 
retiring from the bench to make a speech, but I cannot allow this gratify- 
ing demonstration to go by without saying how deeply I feel the kindness 
you have shown me.”’ 


In the course of a trial this week in the Probate Division, Sir Richard 
Nicholas Howard, solicitor and town clerk for Weymouth, gave an 
interesting account of the custom of conveyance by “church gift’? 
prevalent in the Island of Portland. He said that for hundreds of years it 
used to be the custom at Portland for persons buying or selling land to go 
to the church and there make a verbal declaration to that effect, 
and this was held a valid transfer. After the passing of the Act requiring 
transfers of land to be by deed, people asked a schoolmaster to go to the 
church and there draw up on a sheet of foolscap paper a recital of a transfer 
by “church gift,” and this had until recently been considered legal and valid. 
It was stated by another witness that the form of church gift is as 
follows: ‘ [Stamp] Memorandum.—That on the — day of —in the year — 
I —— of —— Portland, in the county of Dorset, came into the parish 
church dedicated to St. George, and did then and there, according to an 
ancient custom of the island, time out of mind, in the presence of the 
undersigned witnesses, freely give, transfer, and convey unto—— . . . 
and this I acknowledge to be my free church gift. In witness whereof I 
have set my hand and seal this said day and year above written.—Signed 
—— [Seal] —— witness ; —— witness.” 

At the Maidstone assizes, before Mr. Justice Mathew, Henry Stringer, 
solicitor, was indicted for stealing a cheque for £240 10s. 9d. from the 
Commissioners of Walland March, in Kent. The prisoner was a solicitor 
at New Romney, in Kent, and for many years had held the appointment 
of clerk to the Commissioners of Walland Marsh. Since the year 1882 it 
had been of his duty to collect the scots levied on the occupiers and 
owners of the marsh lands. It was shewn in defence that for years Mr. 
Stringer had been in the habit of receiving such sums, and sometimes 
paying an amount due to several levels into the account of one. He 

then draw cheques on the one account and pay the sums over to 
balance the other accounts. He had, moreover, various disbursements to 
make in the course of a year, some of which were paid from his own 


audited and Mr. Stringer paid over the amount found to be due from him, 
It was urged that throughout it had been treated as a debtor and 
creditor account, and that so long as the amount due had been paid at the 
end of the year everybody been satisfied. Many witnesses were 
called as to Mr. Stringer’s character and the honourable position he had 
always occupied, and the jury acquitted the prisoner. 

Lord Morris, who is happily recovering from hisillness, was, says the 
St. James’s Gazette, probably the most humorous judge on the Irish bench, 
which is saying a great deal. At Ooleraine, where a veterinary surgeon 
was being sued for damages for the value of a horse which it was said he 
had pameet, the case turned on the number of grains which could be 
administered to the horse with safety, and a dispensary doctor stated that 
he had often given eight grains to a man, the suggestion being that twelve 
for a horse could not therefore be excessive. ‘‘ Never mind your eight 
grains,’’ said Lord Morris. ‘‘ We all know that some poisons are cumu- 
lative in effect, and ye may go to the edge of ruin with impunity. But 
the twelve grains—would they kill the Divil himself if he swallowed 
them?” The doctor, who seemed annoyed, did not know; he 
never had ‘‘him” for a patient. ‘‘ Ah, no, docther, ye niver had,” 
cume from the Bench; “‘more’sthe pity. The old bhoy’s still alive.” 
It was in Lord Morris’s court that one of the strangest judgments on 
record was once given. It was an abduction case, the offence being of a 
purely technical character. The judge listened patiently to the whole of 
the evidence, and then, addressing the jury, said: ‘‘I am compelled to 
direct you to find a verdict of guilty in this case, but you will easily see 
that I think it is a trifling thing, which I regard as quite unfit to occupy 
my time. It is more valuable than yours. At any rate, it is much better 
paid for. Find, therefore, the prisoner guilty of abduction, which rests, 
mind ye, on four points—the father was not averse, the mother was not 
opposed, the girl was willing, and the boy was convaynient.’’ The jury 
found the prisoner guilty, and the judge sentenced him to remain in the 
dock till the rising of the court. Hardly had he delivered sentence than, 
turning to the sheriff, Lord Morris said: ‘‘ Let us go,’’ and, looking at 
the prisoner, he called across the court, ‘‘ Marry the girl at once, and God 
bless you both.”’ 








The Southwark and Vauxhall Water Oo. notify a further issue of their 

















Three per Cent. Debenture Stock to produce the sum of £69,182. Appli- 
cations for same to be made by tender on or before July 23. 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
Rora ov Reaisrzars mm ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Emercency <Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrne. 
Monday, July............ 22 Mr. Carrington . King Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell 
ert pc eoesececsoes G ell Church ye ‘ W. Leach 
Wednesd Ww. King Pemberton Greswell 
Thursday ........c00eeeee 25 Church Jackson W. Leach 
WIGRY ..c0cesvscsccccsceee 26 J King Pemberton Greswell 
Saturday Pembert Church Jackson 'W. Leach 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. FAaRweE.u. BucKLEY. JOYCE, 
Monday, July............22 Mr, Beal Mr. Farmer Mr. Pugh Mr. R. Leach 
Weise, Beal 4 Pugh Godfrey 
R. Leach Carrington Farmer 
Beal Farmer Pugh Church 
R. Leach Godfrey Carrington King 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGE. 


Syrett—Freeman.—On July 13th, at St. Bartholomew’s Church, Sydenham, by the Rev 
V. R. Lennard, Rector of Lower Heyford, Oxon, assisted by the Revs. G. M. Davis 
and K. Clarke, Clarence Goullee, eldest son of Alfred Syrett, of ey yg a 
City, and Oaklands, am, to Lilian, youngest daughter of the late Captain 

Freeman, formerly of kney, and late of Sydenham. 


DEATH, 
ae oy July 16th, at 32, Queen Anne’s-gate, Germain Lavie, late Chancery Registrar, 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
July 28.—Messrs. Desznnam, Tewson, Farmers, & Bripckwarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 


151 and 158, Newington-causeway : t Bank comprising ground floor, 
nearl: 60ft. deep, and strong room in basement; let on repai lease to the Ca: ital 
and Counties 42 and 43, Maiden- 


Bank for 35 years from 1897 at £404 per annum. 

Strand: Commercial Premises of six floors and basement, with a frontage of 

85ft. 3in. ; let at £250 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Nisbe®, Daw, & Nisbet, London. 
(See advertisement, July 13, p. 5.) 

July 24.—Messrs. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Ilford-hill: Freehold 

Property, known as Chiswick House and The Bakery, Iiford-hill. Solicitor, J. Turner, 

Esq., London.—Clapham-road : Residenees, 2, 

Solicitors, Messrs. Digby & Liddle, London.—Sutton : Freehold Building Estate, 

known as Cheam Hall Lower Cheam, having 6 Srentage of 1,600 feet. —_ 

Messrs. E. C. Rawlings & Butt, London. — 3 Leasehold Shops 

Dwelling-houses, 7 rooms and shop; both let at £40 per annum. Hoxton: Shop and 

Dwelling-house, 5, -street, New North-road ; at £45 per annum. 

Building Bite “Goliettows, Micsers. ‘Monro, flack, & Jopps, London ilford : ‘Two 

4 . > ‘epps n.— 3 

Solicitors, Messrs, J. L, Mason & Co., London. 








account. At the close of each financial year the various accounts were 


Freehold Houses. 
ment, July 18, p. 662,) 
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July 25.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, Exus, Eezntroy, Breacn, Garswortuy, & 
:—Cornhill, 1,0 
sininbiy 


Saeae 


poi 


tors, oo. a 
July 95 — Mesa a ay te spray co mig 
af ebout 3} f son =» pied aon ol f the in ind 
a abou acres, occu! =e ool for the 
tora, Messrs, J. T. Freeman Eats 
ing portions of the Cateh 1 Esta! 
ion land situate near estone Central 
containing about 105 acres, in numerous —— 
hold Fam & -—} 4 , but 
N Clapham ; value a £150 per annum, wi 
= 1 Solicitors, . Druces & Attlee, London. (See advertisements, 
ly 18, p. 662. 





RESULTS OF SALES. 
Reversions, Lire Poricizs, SHARES, AND DEBENTURES. 
Messrs. E. Fostrr & Cranrietp held their 695th Periodical Sale o above 
Inntett at the Mart, BC., on Thursday last, the total of the sale being £3,119 188 6d. 
REVERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-eighth of One-ninth of about peas life 44 Sold 125 
Absolute to One-sixth of about £10,300; life 37 . » 400 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £1,000 ; life 46 
ot £1, ae life 46 


and DE BENTURES: 
Hanslagh Club (Ltd.) : 250 6 per Cent, Cumulative Preference 
Shares of £1 each, fully paid 
i Yor Fratce (Lta.): heme 


237 10 
62 10 


987 10 


ly paid 
cay theanae of £2 108. “each, fully 47 8 


inted Portland Cement Manufacturers i Ta ): £400 

4} per Cent. First Mortgage Deben: » 800 0 
Prines’s H Hall Restaurant (Ltd.): Two £50 280 Debentures.” ‘— 90 0 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moors sold at the Mart, on Thursday, July 18, the Estate of the late 

: FF i e-street, £525; nine Freehold Houses 

£710; two Freeholds 


i street and two in 
street and Syne £1,210; Leasehold Property organ-street 
Mile} End, £8,300, and in Morris-road, Bromley, £1,000; other sales, £325. Total, £15,700, 


Mr. Freperick Warman sold at the Mart, on July 16, the Freehold Property, 11, John 
street, Bedford-row, for £4,000. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 12. 
JOINT STOCK OOMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANOERY. 


Curae, American Trust, Limtrep—Crediters are of thet on or before Aug 24, to 
their names and addresses and the poston their debts or claims, to Edwin 
ey 28, Basinghall st. Hargrove, Victoria st, W er, solor 
H. Wueariey, ——— are required, on or es Aug 31. to send their names 
> ada addresses, a’ by Fey of their debts or claims, to Thomas Grinsted, 2, 
ught aH, Sidbury st, Fulham, Anderson, Gray’s inn sq, solor for liquidator 
Is Bo eae Lawp Corporation, Limitep—Creditors are are required, on or before Sept 2, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars Fa their debts or claims, to 
feorae, ae 24, North John st, Li Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors for 


Jone lll & bw Luntep (1x Liguipatiox)—Creditors are oan’, on or before 
oa © send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ——. 
2 evan Smith Hancock, 23, Church st, Sheffield. Neale, Sheffield, solor for 
iq’ r 
Mopern Drama SynpicaTe, LimirzEp>—Creditors are required, on or before Ase 81. to ome 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William C. 
40, Old Broad st. Eédwards, Gray’s inn sq, solor for liquidator 
Waitt Hors Gotp Mixine Co., Limirep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Ang to send their names and addresses the particulars of debts or 
ewman Mayo Ogle, Worcester House, vase, Walbueele Campion & Co, Queen st, 
solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrtzp ix CHANCERY. 


Carson (NEw) Sy ye Lauwrep (1x VotuntTary enemas) Gute are soquiset, 
= ~4 before Aas 8, to send names the particulars of their 
its or claims, to Alexander Doig, 6, Great Winchester st 
eo —- Orc waRD Co, LixirED—Oreditors are poeuteel. on or before Sept 12, to 
send names resses, e culars of their debts or claims, to 
H. Sutton Palmer. 10, Newton grove, Bedford Park Te 
New Came Stores, Loarep (1x LiqurpaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, ‘te 
ay by 81, Cannon st. Hyland & Co, 81 yy yy to liquidator 
Squarz Care Co, Limiren—Creditors are req on or before Aug 81, to send their 
names and addresses, and the > eeannee of their debts or claims, to William 
SR er og 
LLIS Manuracturine Co, Limrrep -Petn for July 1 
directed to be heard July 24, Rowecliffes & Co, 1, Bedford row, aie tor the pow han > 
ate at appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
Unrran Starrs Lanp anp Cotonization Co, gene te 
before Aug 19. to send their names and ao pasteaes of 
claims, to Frederick William Carde, 8, Steere g Putney 


uired, on or 
eir Swi et or 








WaknING TO INTENDING Hovse Purcuasers aNp Lxssees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Oo. (H. Carter, , Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 





uoted on receipt ‘of ‘tall particulars. Established 2 ears. Telegrams, 
“Sanitation,” mdon. Telephone, ‘‘ No, 316 Westminster. *—<[Apvr.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 16. 
wn: | SAnwnwas. bg CHaRiEs, 24, rd, Kilburn Sept1 Bennett v Barnewall, 


J ter, 7, a 
Bro Hon Frances IsapE.ua, 92. Rue Raynouard, Passy, Paris Aug 27 Vitsthum 
wy Be Byrne, J B , 6, Whitehall pl 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 5. 
Assorw, Jaxe Marcaret, Malvern Wells Aug 10 Weyman & Weyman, Luilow, 


Steer, Irontouner Augg ‘Dixon, Northwich 
Berners st 


BarnsripeGk, IsanEtia, Holme, Wi 

Bates, James, Over Winsford, Chester 

BrEvor, Wiiuram —— Harley st 

Boorman, Fanny, Gravesend ali 

Brown, GrorGE, Devenchiee 

Capron, Henri nee Geel Se 

ng WALrTer AUDELEY ae, y 4c Aug 6 
AVIS, ANN, Aug l4 Pellatt & gr 

Davis. ~— wy & Fish Salesman 10 ‘Dress & Taylor, Bristol 

De Cruz. Emity, Brockley Aug 19 

Dory, Lyp1a, Wandsworth Common Aug 15 _Allward, Gray’s inn sq 


Birr A cn Game ban Meet ieee 

AGLESTONE, HANNAH, 

Extey, Tuomas Even, Hilperton rah, nt owt Hg at Abbot & & Co, 

Fiowen, Wituiam, Matravers, Farmer ~) 

Forsry, Jonn, Worthing Aug2) French, 

Garpiner, WiLL14M, Merstham Aug7 “ Gt Winshester 

Giyn, Grorcr Tuomas, Stratford, Printer Aug10 Smith, i. Hoxton 

Hats, Saran #11za4 Heatruoors, Mary Ames an pa and fous Hevex Hats, 
Southgate Augi15 Garrett, Gt James st, Bedford 

Hewnry, Leonarp CLEMENTS, Clemeat’s In, Mining Engineer” Oct 1 Parker, Monument 


sq chmbrs, Monument sq 
a Wittram Marxinson, West Riding Asylum, Wakefield July 30 Bulmer & 


Homes, eed Euizasetu, Gt Yarmouth Aug 9 Bb gt Sons, Gt Yarmouth 

Humpuseys, Susan. Forest Gate Augl15 E Fé H Landon, New Broad st 

Ivcram, Wit.1am, Blackpool, Builder July 81 ay A Carlile, Oldham 

Jackson, Mary ANNE, wo x July a Wright & Leamington 

Kitson, Euma. Sheffield Aug 6 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

Lickorisu. Witi1am Eannsaaw, Dewhurst rd, West Kensington Sept 1 Lickorish & 
Co, Queen Victoria st 

McGeracuy, Ciara, Shenley Hill, ~~ f Paines & Co, 8t Helen’s pl 

Macpuerson, Many, Manchester dn & Son, Tunstall 

Meap, Wi1114mM, Banbury ie 

Orrer, Grorciana Justice, Ful Aug 17 e a Se 

Po.e-Ssatn, Wittiam Hewry, Rich paosgh Hell dwich, Kent Aug 31 Hills, 


Pueu, James Meirox, Ramsgate Aug 31 
Cornwall, 


a Witu14m, Camborne, 
ne 
Ray, Harriet AnyeE Staffs Aug9 Heane, Newport, Salop 
Roperts, CHARLES, Uxbri My 4 16 Woo1bridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Savit_, Arravr, Aldershot “Aug 12 Eve & rang 5 ange 
Saitx, ANpREw, Toronto, Canada Augl Witty, Old & oy Leadenhall 
Suita, Harriet Ang, conhen Aug 10 Babbere & st 
Terry, Saran Anx, Ht July 24 Coole & Haddock, 
% Sate & Co, Wakefield 


Tuomas, Rev CHarLes Epwarp, Hemsworth, Yorks As 
——— Acnes Ayn, and Hannan Txorytoy, July 30 ‘Wateon & Chorley, 
qaeem Jous, Upper Clapton Aug 8 Spyer & Sons, New Broad st 

Tyas. WitiraM ale A ew hada Aug 31 Furniss & Co, Brighouse 
Ucarts, Countess. Oakham, Kutland Jul 53 Adam & Son, Oakham 
Warren, Wii.tam, Stoke by Ciare, _ | eg & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Wensten, STancey, Bolton a “oe W Balshaw, ol 


WILtIAMs, Ricnarp Woolstan' 's Whitieaham, Nantwich 
Wis, Evizaners, County po ay Ha ee nal July 31 Bone & Co, Devonport 


Woopcock, Cuances, Bradford Aug5 Cottam, 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, hay 9. 
to Maen, St Mellons,Mon Augi5 Barham & Son, 
p btn Huacho, Peru Nov 1 McDiarmid & Wi Nemec’ ct, 
Baker, Tuomas, Scarborough, Innkee, 


July 28 Watts & Co, tag oe 
Barser, Grorce, Cursitor at, Printer hee bf ho 
ew 


Indermaur & 
Bay.ey, Danret, Chertsey A Lei dy ’s ee 
Bentiey, WILLIAM, Eetee. X8 a July 30 t= & a 


Butter, HANNAH ANN. =) = Manby & 
CaLvERT, JoHN Hexry, gs Ate Solicitor July 31 undson & Gowland, 


Cotiincriper. Frances Mary, Brockleyrd Aug9 Griffith & Gardiner, Old Serjeant’s 


Co 3 ie 4 Aug 1 was & Marshall, Birmingham 

x, SAMUEL RLEY 7 

Dixon, Josepn, Gt Siete Marchent's veller 18 Barker, Gt Grimsby 
Fisuer, Jessiz, Gt Yeldham, Essex Aug 10 , ay Bailey 

Firroy, Jans, Newton Heath, Manchester, Beerhouse Keeper July 31 Rowland, Man- 


chester 
Grime, James, Hyde, Chester, Fegace Sept 14 T & AL Brownson, Hyde 
Hanrazis, Svsannau, Stamford, Lincs 18 Atter, Stamford . 
Hrarp, Evwrx, East Dulwich Aug 1» N rd, Clapham 
Hem, Roperr. Blaenau, grey =! July 30 jones & Davies 
Hii, Jonatruan, Bath, Bank Clerk Sept5 Rooke & Macdonald, Ba 
Howarrn, Jour, Sowerby, nr Halifax, W: Aug 10 Longbotham & Son, 


ax 
Hvupsow, =, Sasoan, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Labourer Sept 2 Watson & Co, Stockton 


JEBB. Soames GLapwyy, eg Notts Sept 4 Bait & Co, Bedford row 
Lawson, Jane, Manchester Augi17 Lawson & 


Hills, M ‘ 
pee ders Aug 5 Daniell & Thomas, Cam- 


Aten, Bicnarp, 
ArctEeLies, Don 


MacSwiney, Mary, Kensington 
. Aug 30 Bas & Hindley, 
Door a Blot, Stodton on 
Pearson, Grorcr, North Cowton, Y Farmer T 
Pownry, Henry VAvGHAN Na ae! .- 6 Palthfall & Davy & Davy, W: . 


Lonesuaw, James, Liv Aug 30 
itham, Kent Aug Smead & & Co, Ai 
Mixes, Jouy, 
Mit, Jonny, Stalybridge, Aug 1 
Swirt, Joun, 
Tay or, Jonn LanceLot s fraterer Bey panes ag ony Paris July 16 Woodard 


Macxenziz, DoroTHEa, ustin Friars 
Holland Cole & Jackson, Essex st, Strand 
Liverpool 
Morr, Grorar Gorpon te, Lieutenant augdo Keen & 
& Oo, Billiter st 
Puan, Seand, Epieaidh, wr Adiuten, Boren Sept2 Birch & Son, Exeter 
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Trower, Avucusta, Welwyn, Herts 
‘Wess, Manion Bisxor, Gospo 


WHiTEnEap, Witi14mM, Hyson Green, Nottingham, 
Nottingham 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 5. 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Wiu1amsox, Jonn Hewny, Bristol, Wheelwright Bristol 
Adjud June 14,1888 Annul June 28, 1901 


London Gazette.—Tvxspay, July 9. 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Seems, 5 Lavinia, Bradford, Dressmaker Bradford Rec 
March 13 Rese J uly 4 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


Armit, Epwanp, Kingston upon Hull, uh Merchant 
Kingston upon Huil PetJuly9 Ord Jul: 
Tuomas, Newcastle under toma. * Provision 
t Hanley PetJuly 1 Ord July5 
Beck, Harry, Leicester, Warehouseman Leicester Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
Bowenx, Davin Danret, Marian Glas, Anglesey, Grocer 
Bangor PetJuly6 Ord July 6 
Buryuam, Luewettyn Lyons, Northiam, Sussex, Tailor 
Hastings Pet Juty8 Ord July 8 
Bussgy, Frep, jun, Stockton on ‘Fees Stockton on Tees 
gy Ord July 8 
CiraBke, Grorce Henry, Manchester, Grey Cloth 
Merchant Manchester Pet July9 Ord July 9 
Cottines, Heyry, Hersert Coiiines, SypNEY CoLLines, 
and Jouy James Ruzca, Philpot ln, Merchants Hig 
Court PetJuly8 Ord July 8 
Corpixe, ‘wry ~~ ccc Newsagent Maidstone Pet 
July 9 Ord July 9 
Drucker, Apotrnus, Curzon st High Court Pet March 6 
Ord July 9 
Epwarps, Atrrep James, Tonypandy, . Tish 
Merchant Pon’ ida Pet Jaly9 Ord July 9 
Fryer, Joux, iddlesborough, Greengrocer Y Midales- 
h Pet July8 Ord Jul: 
——s Frepericx Artur, Manchester ay Cloth 
Manchester Pet July9 Ord Jul 
Bivaez, , Epwarp, West —~ rd, Millwall High 
Court Pet July9 Ord July9 
Lamsest, Westox, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet June 
24 Ord J uly 8 
Lawson, Morpavnt, Evening Hill, near Thursby, Cumber- 
erchant Cariisie Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
Joan Goopman, Bugswo: Derby, _ 
turer Stockport Pet July 8° Ord July 8 
MoKeanp, Percy, and Cuartes Daxum McKeayp, Stock- 
=~ poe Merchants Stockport Pet July10 Ord 
ARS, _ D’Oriey, Mavals, nr Seana, Coal Mer- 
chant Swansea Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
Mitis, Wituiam, Old Trafford, or -7>~ General 
- = a. eeaad taal July 
OoninG, WitLiam, Scarboro abourer h 
wt Eg i 
ILLIAM, Ashton un Hay Dealer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet June 22 Ord a Jaly rf 
Parsoxsox, JoszerH Manrspzx, Coleman st High Court 
Pet May 23 Ord July 10 
Pittgy, Toomas Wititam, Old Trinity House, a ln, 
Chemist High Court PeiJune13 Ord July 
— oars” Stourbridge Stourbridge Pet = 25 


Rosxrx, L, "Newbridge, Mon, Boot Dealer Ne M 
Pet June17 Ord July 8 ee 
Surmes, Tuomas, Wakefield, Stationer Wakefield Pet 
- July 8 — July 8 
APYBORD, Frepnick, North Evington, Leicester, Plasterer 
Leicester Pet July8 Ord July 8 . 
Tuomas, Huon SHapeacu, a eetomets, Anglesey, 
. a ag Bg Ord Jul: La! 
1EBNEY, JouN, By Newcastle on \bourer 
Tom ememstle — on Tse Pet. July8 Ori on Fyne, 
mTT, Axwiz, Mai keep: Maidstone P 
apres ‘ 
‘opp, Hegpeet kT1N, Shirley, nr Pye m, Butcher 
Salisbury Pet June 22 Ord Jul 


Baron, 


LiI‘NELL, 
Man 


Waxerizeip, Marrnew Heynry. 5 Furniture 
Dealer Cheltenham Pet July 1 Ord July 10 
Wrixixs, Canotisz Ervens, Forest Hill Greenwich Pet 


y — 2 ae Ste iy 9 

‘ouxa, Hewry, yton ter, Archway rd, U; Holloway, 

Dairyman ‘High Court’ Pet June 10 Oa July 8 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bats.an, Hi Jomen of, Connen at rd, Grindery Dealer July 


19at 230 Bankru 7 ides Carey st 
Baxxisten, Joun, Matlock Ba k, Derbys, Plumber July 


BWatil Off aes 47, Far, ot, 
Banox, suees, Newcastle under L: Provision Mer- 
chant —_ 19 at 11.45 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke 


upon 

Care, AW a 5a erg Painter July 19 at 

1 
Cuaxce, Jonx Rorert Ciartox, Altenburg gdns, Lavender | 
mill July 19 at 1130 2%, Railway app, London 

Cottines, Heszy, Hexvert Cortisos, Sypxzy Coxtises, 
and Jon» James Bvuxco, Philpot may Meschante July 
19 at 12 ptey bi Carey at 

Cozpise, = Maidstone, Newsagent July 31 at 10.30 


* 


ARLes, Sheffield. File Grinder July 19 at 1 
PwrOe hee, Vigtoe in Boeiatt o—- 


Aug? Leman & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
rt, Hants Augi5 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 
Carrier Jul 


y 28 Masser & Co, 








Doventy & Deverrvx, Brook st, Hanover sq. Tailors | 
July 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Ex.is, Frank Ennzest Warts, Cardiff, Tobacconist July | 
20 at 1l 117, 8t st, — 

Hoot, Susanna, Roose, in Furness, Licensed Vic- 
tualler July 26 at 11.1 “Of Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 

James, Davip Owen, Williamstown, nr Penygraig, Glam, 

Joal Miner July 19 4 8 136, b, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Kwaca, ALFRED, Barrow Job Lot Buyer July | 
jd at 114 Off Rec, 16, Cornwailis st, Barrow in Fur- | 

Senne Freprick, Nuneaton, Grocer July 19 at 12 Of | 

, 17, Hertford at, nate ay 

Marcuant, Samugn, Liv aot Soap Manufacturer 
July 24at12 Off —~ a Victoria st, are 

Monk, Francis H E, 8 bourne rd, Upper Tooting 
July 19 at 12.80 24, Bailway app, London Bridge 

Mooring, WiLt1an, Scarborough, Labourer July 22 at 12 
74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Myers, Gsorce Henry, Abbey gdns, 8t John’s \e 
Farmer July 22 at 1245 Parris, 65, High st, Tun 
bridge Wells 

Ritey, Wit11am Artuur, Draycott,  Daty, < Corn Merchant 
July 20 at 11.39 Off _, 47, Full 

Bosz, Mavsgicz, Bounces Lower eee, Draper 
July 19 at 12 Off Rec, ng Temple chmbra, Temple av 

Samu = eo Battersea Park rd, Tailor July 2? at 
12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

SELMAN, Mavricz Lew 1s, Lewisham digh rd, Tailor July 
22 at 11.80 24. Railway app, London 

Surees, THomas, Wakefield, Stationer July 19 at 11 Off 
6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Sarrn, THomas GiiEs, Cheltenham, Grocer July 20 at 2.30 
County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

SrarrorD, Freperick., North Evington, Leicester, Plasterer 
July 19 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Taytor, Wiiu1aM ©, Westbourne Park rd July 24 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Touserz, pant Maidstone, Innkeeper July 31 at 11 
9, King st, Maidstone 

Torr, Hersert Martin, Shirley, nr Southampton, Butcher 
July 19 at12 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Waite, Wii1iam, Gt Portland st, Licensed Victualler 
July 22. at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Wittiams, Hevzry, Abingdon, Berks, Seddier July 19 at 
12 1, St, Aldate’s, Oxford 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Ant, Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull, are _tetom 
Kingston ee Hull Pet July 9 Ord Jul 

BALiay, Haznis, J ames st, Cannon st rd, Grindery Dealer 
High Court Pet July4 Ord July 9 

Baroy, Tuomas, Newcastle under Lyme, 
Merchant Hanley Pet July1 Ord July5 

Brecx, Harry, Leicester, Warehouseman cester Pet 

uly 10 Ord July 10 

Buoxrxcuam, Cuarizs, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet July3 Ord July 8 

Bussey, Frep, jun. Stockton on Tees Stockton on Tees 
Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

CLARKE, GzorGe Hesry, Broom Edge, Lymm, Cheshire. 
S87 § Cloth Merchant Manchester Pet . July 9 Ord 
u 

Co.uiixes, Henry, Hersert Sosemean, Bypney Couzinas, 
and Joaw Jamus Rugca, Te & , Merchants High 
Court Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Epwarps, A.trrep James, Tonypandy, Glam, Fish 

Merchant Pontypridd Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Fryer, Jonnx, Middlesborough, Greengrocer iddles- 
borough Pet July8 Ord July8 

GoopHanD, Frepericxk ARTHUR, 9 Ord July oor Cloth 
Agent Manchester Pet July9 Ord Jul 

Jounson, THomas Joseru, Bi oo” Licensed 

Victualler’s Manager Birmingham Pet June19 Ord 

Joun Goopman, 


July 8 
Leste Bugsworth, Derby, P a 
Manufacturer Stockport Pet July8 Ord Jul: 
LayxeGaarp, Jexs Hewnr:, Liverpool, Master er 
Liverpool Pet April17 Ord July 10 

Mass, Tsomas, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
Pet July4 Ord July 8 

Mears, Fraycis D’Ovitey, Swansea, Coal Merchant 
Swansea Pet July9 Ord July9 

Mwsary, Ss Se oe I of W, Ironmonger Newport 


Mitts, Wittram, Old Trafford, nr Manchester, 

Engi Salford Pet July8 Ord July 10 
Moonixe. WituiaM, Scar Labourer Scarborough 
men Gauss, adie ote tone, Se 
‘oss ILLIAM m under Lyne, y —_ Straw 
Dealer Ashton under Lyne Pet June Ord 


Sena, Daren Tavistock Commission t h 
Court Pet May 7 Ord July 8 {ont 
Pook, oe Ouiver, Greenwich, Solicitor Greenwich 
et May 13 Ord July 9 
Paeeg. Some, Stourbridge Stourbridge Pet June 25 
July } 
Reyxo.ps, Gronaz, are I of W, Stationer Newport 


Provision 





Pet 7 2% Ord July I 
Seman AUBICE, ie wisham High rd, Tailor 
Greenwich Pet June it Ord July 9 


Snines, Tuomas, Wakefield, Stationer Wakefield Pet 


July 8 a Jays ~s 
Sravrorp, es () v! , Leicester, Plasterer 
Leicester Pet July 8 On8 July 8 : 


TRASDALE, Fey ey t Ann 


Feb 2% Ord Jul 8 es ie 


Court 
Tuomas, Hoon Snapnacn, 
Clothier and 


Draper Bangor 


Pet Julye” ond Suy’s 





WitiraMs. Feancis, Abergavenny Aug Baker, 
Wison, Gzorcs, Tinwell, ~ yA ang 
Wuson, Racwazt, Blackpool Manche 

Waicut, Jonny, Darfield, Yorks, ad Augi3 Bury & Walker, Barnsley 


6 Atter, Sta: Stamford, Lince 


olor 


| See Ann1z, Maidstone Innkeeper Maidstone Pet 


Ord July 9 
WALTER, Bisainghets, Timber Merchant 
irmingham Pet May7 Ord July8 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, July 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arxty, Tom, Brid in, Fae Builder Scarborough 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

| Barter, Wiu1am, Hungerford, — Sets Manufacturer 
Newbury Pet June 29 Ord J 

enges, 2 Joun, Leeds, Joiner pg Pet July12 Ont 

uly 1 

Bissrow: ng Bosrert JaMzs, Pireetite, Lanes, Grocer 
Preston Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Bait, Moisz, Church In, Whitechapel, Printer High Court 
Pet July13 Ord Jul rot ty he 

Gung, 3 Txomas, per Lincoln Pet July10 Ord 

y 10 

Coores, Ricnarp, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

CrurcHiEy, FREDERICK CHARLES, Northampton, Confeo- 
tioner Northampton Pet June14 Ord July 10 


Dixon, Frank, Alexandra Park rd, Muswell Hill, 
Mercantile Clerk High Court Pet July 12 Ord July 


Dov Be Witiiam, Higher =e nr {Manchester, 
Slipper Manufacturer Salford Pet July 10 Ord July 


10 

Fizip. Cuaries Henry, and Ricnarp Ernest VENESs, 
Bury St Edmunds, Licensed pone Bury 8s 
Edmunds Pet July11 Ord July il 

Fox. Gzorcz Cuarke, High st, Camden Town, Hosier 
High Court Pet June 24 Ord July 12 

Garsurt, Tom, Pickering, Yorks, Mechanical Engineer 
Scarborough Pet July Ord July 11 

Gerurinea, Joun THomas, tt On ham, Gasfitter Birming- 
ham PetJuly11 Ord July il 

Hat, na > ey om St George’s st, St George’s in 

Manufacturer High Court Pet July 

13 Ona suly B 


Harrison, Jonn Brapvsury, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
Gt Grimsby Pet July & Ord July 8 

Seuneweaee, Ernest, Bradford, Commercial Traveller 
Bradford Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Ho i Josrrn, Newcastle on Tyne, Hay Dealer 

ewcastle on Tyne Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

8 J, Fulham High Court Pet June 21 Om 
12 


—— Tromas, Harrogate, Grocer Preston Pet 
June28 Ord July 12 
Key. —s Huddersfield, Provision Darler Hudders- 
field Pet July10 Ord July 10 
Kwiaut, James Ciirrorp, Kingston on'Thames, Commercial 
Clerk High vourt Pet July12 Ord July 12 
Lzzse, NewemiaH, and WIiLLiaM Jonzs, Bey Pee 
Oil Distillers Hanley Pet June 27 Ord Ju ~S 
Levi, Hyam, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet June 
18 Ora'July 11 
Lippineton, Frepericx WIitiiam, Rugby, Cattle Dealer 
Coventry PetJuly1 Ord July 
Lister, James Grorce, Mirfield, Yorks Dewsbury Pet 
aly 10 Ord July 10 
MonracvE, James Josgru, Hastings, Picture Frame Maker 
Hastings Pet July1i Ord July il 
Preston, Witt1am Tuomas, Small Heath, » ae 
Greengrocer Birmingham Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Purves, ANDREW, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhamp- 
ton PetJuly12 Ord July 13 
Rensuaw, GrorGce, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 
Ronson, IsaBELLa JANE, soempest, sanaeed Victualler 
Liverpool Pet July12 Ord July 12 
Sore, Wituiam F, P| Essex, Draper Chelmsford 
Pet Junei9 Ord July 10 
Scorr, Ex1san, Darfield, Yorks, Coal Miner Barnsley Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 
Suira, James Henry, East Greenwich, Fa ea s Fitter 
Greenwich Pet July12 Ord July 12 
Sperca, James ons. York, General Draper York Pet 
June 26 Ord July 12 
Srevt, Micnag., ‘Bradford, Agent Bradford Pet June 
24 Ord July 11 
Tasker, Tuomas, Leeds Leeds Pet July 12 Ord Julyl2 


Wartox, James, Downham rd, Baden, Glass Dealer 
High Court ‘Pet July 12 Ord Jul yi 

Wipe, Joun Ricuarp, Burton Stores Hotel, Flints, 
a Traveller High Court Pet June 1 
uly 11 

Wesen Witz, and James Prac, Peckham, Carmen 
High Court Pet Jul: 7 38 Ord July 12 

ehampton, Miller Brighton Pet 


Vaeem, 


JOEL, 


Weeesam, Rason, Lit 
July 11 Ord July 11 


Amended notice substituted for the Notices published in 
the London Gazettes of April 19 and May 7: 

Waiont, Bensamin Botton, Fallowfield, nr Manahestem 
Builder Manchester Pet March 14 Ord April 15 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anvrrws, Hzrvert, Peterborough July 23 at12 Off Reo, 
al, Lincoln 

Anmit, Epwarp, Kingston w Hull, Fish Merchant 

July 23at11 Off 4 House In, Hull 

Bornaam, LuEWELLYN Lyons, orthiam, Sussex, Tailor 
July 28 at 12 County Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, 


Cave, Tuomas, Lincoln, July 23 af 12.80 Off Reo, 
81, Silver st, a 











Jul 


CHAPMAN, 
23 at } 
CauTCHLE 
fectior 
ampto 
Dano, d 
11,30 
Daviss, G 

at 11 
REWITT, 
* at 2 ‘ 
DgvckER, 
ruptcy 
Epwakbs. 
2 Off 


Exaiss, 4 
Rail 


PHILLIPS, « 
Highs 
Piacort, . 
Keepe: 
RENNELS, « 
Off 
Rusery, | 
July 2 
Scort, AL 
12.16 
Breton, J 
Off Re 


Sruart, G 
2 atl 
Brevi, Mi 
» Ma 
Tuomas, V 
Torqui 
Exeter 
TizRxEy, 
Jul 


e 
Turxgy, § 
atl 
Wakeriz1 

Deal 


er 
Chelte: 
Wurrtock 
12 Of 


AxpREws, 
Ord Ji 
Arxis, T 
Pet Ju 
Banker, J 


July 1: 
Bisprown, 


Bri, Mo 
Court 


Baoyre, 1 
ard F 
Sunde 

Caps, THe 
July 1! 

Coorgr, | 
Brom 

Conpina, . 

t Ju 

Dixoy, Fr 
Clerk 

arse, 
Bli 


J 
thors, 
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Bcarb< 

i 
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Co 


urt 
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Lath 
uly 1 
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Owns, 0) 
with 


Pang Os 
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orough 
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2 On 


h Court 
10 Ord 
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Hi 
od ajay 
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rd J uly 


/ ENESS, 
ury 8 
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agineer 
e suly 
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aveller 
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June 
Dealer 
y Pet 
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Flints, 
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Cuaruax, Henry Freperick, Oby, Sota, Farmer July 
93at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
CxuTCHLEY, FREDERICK Cuas.zes, Northampton, Con- 
— July 24 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge’ st, North- 
Dixoo,, Joszru, Cannock, Staffs, Fruiterer July 23 at 
11,30 Off Rec, ‘Wolverhamp’ ton 
Daviss, GzorcE, Bilston, Staffs, Furnace Builder July 23 
atll Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Dewitt, Gzorck, Eastbourne, Furniture Dealer July 23 
at2 Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
— Apo.tpnus, Curzon st July 238 at 230 Bank- 
bldgs, Carey st 
iicaes ARDS. : Gzonce, Liscard, Vaccination Officer July 24 at 
2 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liv 1 
Exxins, ALFRED, Sutton, Builder ea ly 23 at 11.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 
Fox, Grorck CLARKE, High's st, Camden + Hosier 
July 25 at 2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 
Hazzon, Jonny Brapsury, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
July 28 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne a t, Gt Grimsby 
Hixcz, Heyry Epwarp, Westferry rd, Mill iy 23 
at 280 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
HotpswortH, Exnest, Bradford, Vemmenhé Traveller 
July 24at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor amy Bradford 
HowarD, WALTER CHARLES, Abbo' en, Grocer 
July 23 at 2.80 Golden Lion Hotel, Met T 
Huwrugeys, Witt1aAm GrorcE, Alvaston, Dabys July 27 
atll Off Rec. 47, Full st, Derby 
Maxx, Tuomas, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer July 25 
at 12 ‘Chamber of of Saemee, + | ~ Luton ; 
MorGan, DANIEL Mon, Draper y 25 at 12 
135, High st, Meron tant 
Moss, Witiiam, Ashton under Lyne, Hay Dealer July 26 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
PG. . Brynfoel, Barmouth, Merioneths, Builder 
July 23 at 11 Townhall, Aberystwith 
PuitiiPs, Jos. Blaenavon, Mon, Draper July 24at12 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Piccott, Henry, dox st, Regent st, Livery stable 
ames July 24at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Reyes, Joun Winsor, Cardiff, Tobacconist July 24 at 12 
Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Rusery, Txomas HENRY, Handsworth, — Painter 
July 24 atil 174, og at, Birmingha 
Scort, ALFRED TxHomas, da Kent, Jeweller Tuly 23 at 
12.16 County Court Office, 24, Cambridge , Hastings 
Srercu, James Linutey, York, Draper July 25 at 12.80 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, Yor! 
Sruart, Grorc E, Camden st, Tenien en, Builder July 
29at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Brett, Micnaxt, Bradford, Agent Fuly 95 at 11 Off Rec, 
$1, Manor row, Bradford 
Tomas, Witiram Samvuet, and Arruur Gaskin ee 
ta al Fishmongers July 25.at 10.30 The Castile, 
xete 
Tizrxty, Jony, Byker, Newcastle on Tyne, Labourer 
July 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
TuRNEY, — EL, baston, Birmingham, Druggist Jul 
24 at 10.30 Of he Wolverham ton “ ° 
Waxerizip, Matrnew Henry, Cheltenham, Furniture 
—. July 26 at 3.80 County Court bidgs, 


Chel 
Wurttocx, Joun Lawson, nee. : Tobacconist July 24 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin at, B 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
mao, 3 Srscme, Peterborough Lincoln Pet June 13 
Arxty, To, 3 ‘cS Rene Builder Scarborough 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


Be to Joun, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet July 12 Ord 

uly 1: 

— Ropert James, ~~ Lancs, Grocer 
Preston Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Bui, Moisz, Church In, Whitechapel, Printer High 
Court Pet July 13 Ord July 138 

Bsoxtz, Tom Evazne Pripeavx, Amprosz WHITEHEAD, 
ard Ropert OuivER, West "5 Contractors 
Sunderland Pet June 26 Ord July 

—_s Lincoln, Roper Lincoka Pet July 10 Ord 


Cum Bicnarp, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet July13 Ord July 13 
Conpinc, ALBERT, Maidstone, Kent, Newsagent Maidstone 
Pet July 9 Ora July 12 
Dixon, Frank, Alexandra Park rd, Muswell Hill, Mercantile 
Clerk High Court Pet July ‘12 Ord July 12 
Dovoias, Witriam, Higher Broughton, nr Manches 
bm ord Manufacturer Salfo: Pet July 10 “Ord 
Fousrra, Jony Grorcs, Bootle, ne Merchant Liver- 
Pet June 17 Ord July 11 
Cmers, Tom, Yorks, Mechanical Engineer 
Scarborough Pet July. 11 Ord July 11 
Haut, Epwix Jame, and Huan Jonn Hatt, Leadenhall st, 
Oil Merchants High Court PetJune19 Ord July 12 
Harnisox, Jonn Brapsuny, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
G@tGrmsby Pet July8 Ord July 8 
Hixcz, Henry Epwarp, West Ferry rd, Millwall High 
Court Pet July 9 Ord July 13 
Howsworrs, Ernest, Hea’ Bradford, Somenental 
Traveller Bradford Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Keuty, Tuomas, Hudd Grocer Huddersfield Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
lave, — Groraz, Mirfield Dewsbury Pet July 10 
uly 10 
McKxanp, Percy, and Cuartes Danum MoKeanp, Stock- 
port, Leather Merchants Stockport Pet July 10 Ord 
yi 
Montacur, Jauxs Josern, Hastings, te Frame Maker 
Hastings Pet July11 Ord July 1 
Mopp, Arruur Epwiy, Groton, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
June 21 Ord July 3 
Oway, ‘eo - Barmouth, Merioneths, Builder Abeyst- 
81 Ord nae a 21 


Punk Ouantns, The ‘Hop x Southwark, Solicitor 
“High ES Pet ea Outta e wark, Solici 








Posno, Joszru ion High Court Pet 
23 Ord July 10 

mee Hove, Sussex, Dentist Brighton Pet June 

REnneELs, Sous Winsom, Cardiff, Tobacconist Cardiff Pet 


June 19 0 
ReysHaw, Gzorcx, well, Notts, Grocer Nottingham 


Pet July12 Ord July 12 
RusnrortH, Marruew, Bingley, Yorks Bradford Pet 
5 aes Ord July 11 sity wn 
cort, Exisan, Darfield, Y Coal Miner Barnsl 
Pet July 2 Ord July 12 ” 





| 


Suort, E F, Mount ye I of W _ Dorchester 
Pet Mar 20 Ord Jul: 

Surtn, James Henry, ~~ wich, Engineer’s Fitter 
Greenwich Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

> Kym .-%., - ‘ord, 8 Bradford Pet 

uly 

Sian, Davin, Levagedt, Dra) Liverpool Pet 
June 24 Ord July = 

Watron, James, 4. rd, Hackney, Glass Dealer 
High Court Pet July12 Ord July 12 

Wiis, Wii, and James Praca, , Carmen | 
High Court Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Woopatt, Sazau, Loudoun rd, - John’s Wocd High | 
Court PetMay6é Ord July 11 
Amended Fn substituted for that gens 8 in | 

the London Gazette of May 7 

Waicut, Bexsamin Botton, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, 

Builder Manchester Pet March14 Ord May 2 | 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 

Sarcent, Tuomas, Hotel Metropole, Northumberland av, | 
late of the Cape Mounted Rifles High Court Rec | 
Ord Jan 9,1900 Adjud Feb 26,1900 Resc and Annul | 
July 11, 1901 i 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Soa Amproi 
LE, se tight tt as 2 Seen, », Sale 
July 11, a 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


| Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, i wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Sontorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANOE SOOIDTY. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed - 


1844. 
£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 


alterations, to 


SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 


NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


AW. — Clerk Seeks Re-engagement in 
Solicitor’s Office; used to Accounts, Rent Collecting, 
&e. —D, 38, G Grandison-road, 8.W. 


AW PARTNERSHIP. — Solicitor (33), 
Old Harrovian —. om. many years’ 
ence London and Coun! ciark to 

-known wy he. — =: 

Clerk, Wishes 
Grove, Hertford. 


A*® RETIRED SOLICITOR having private | 
wishes to meet with a Young, Single | 











re 
ahi 


Bolicitor (30) practice, town or country.— Warp 
= x Sharp’s rary, Queen’s-terrace, Finchley-road, | 


YouNG SOLICITOR Wishes to Share | | 
Suite of Offices in City with another; references 
cory dane, W on ioe Selicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chan- | at 


I 


Waren, | Managing Clerk, 
salary £200 to £250; 





Raowl 5 Experience by lette: to F 

of ark © Hegiatry, Law Ines, elf 
XECUTORSHIP and apg ed 
ACCOUNTS.— Assistance Offered Experienced | 
a fl a 7° age - ‘Comping = 
Cannen-atzest, EC, 
J igs LET. Pg tn en Office, with Clerks’ 

; moderate rent.—Apply, 

Mcaars: Boss & & 7 AMESON, 77, 


| bgp ays - EDUCATION for Sons of 
45 ra per apnum ; 





ae to broti — ee 
arrangemen' 

healthy over 600 have 
pms og =i —Address, vag 5% Master, 
College, Winslow. 





M ADAME AUBERT Introduces Daily and 
Fw he - English and Foreign Lady 
my 
; uca- 

Ee me Regent-street, W. 
[3227.2 OFFICES to be LET at very 


moderate rents in Lonsdale-~chambers, Chancery-lane, 

feline to are Silling to as a 
new ~—, 

able terms for remainder a i ng AR to Messrs. 


Tuvreoop & Marti, Lonsdale-chambers, 

lane, 

‘BGEies GRAND HOTEL.—Centre of 
eee front; electric light throughout: lift to 


ak ee: b (if 
ined oa) trom 1 19s, daily or further 
_paicuars apply to day oF 3 


i M4baME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Station. 


hie ae 











Baker-street —SORTRALT MODEL Sas 
PRESIDENT KEUGUR.” LOUD Salt Sout Aisin 5 
Hw ope aed =< i LORD ee PrAIN 
Mr. J.J. DARLING, of the Australian Team of 
RAND HISTORICAL TABLEA’ 
. IMPORTANT EVENTS in EN HISTORY. 
VISCOUNT HINTON and his ORIGINAL P. 


Music, Orchestral Performances. Organ Recitals. 
Admissien, te.; Chitown 6d, Extra Rooms, 6d. 
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SHORTHAND AND TYPEWRITING. 


TREADWELL & WRIGHT, 


1. of 8.W., N.U.T., 
33 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITERS 
AND TYPISTS. 

EsTABLISHED 1845. 

The Shorthand Writers appointed by the Court in Public 


and Private Examinations under the 
m: Acta. 


Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Reporting. 


All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General Type Copying. 
Competent Clerks for Emergencies and Arrears, 
Rooms and Olerks for service of Clients on the premises, 
Country orders returned same day if required. 


EDE AND SON, 








BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her niente the Lord Chancellor, the —— of the 
dicial Bench » Corporation of of London, & 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. 7 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 
Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of all Chemists and Grocers. 











BRAND & O©O., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORES, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPPS 'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS~YN-~DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 
Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 

References— 
Dr. Gro. Savace, 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London. 
Dr. D. Ferrite, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Dr. WALKER, J.P., 
‘ Dinas Mawddwy. 








TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, — the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply, to 
. 8. D. HOGG, 
Medical stnctsnraseeneael 





THE INEBRIATES ACTS, T6, 1879-00, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD ‘HOUSE RETREAT, 


BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 

For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of Drugs. Healthy pate. cn and 
recreations : hig mags poultry farm, gardening, cricket, 
tennis, billiards, &c. Nine acres of Grounds. Electri 


ic light 
throughout. Terms 1} to 24 Guineas weekly. No Extras. 


Apply to Resipent Mepicat SuPERINTENDENT. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: J. HEADLEY Lend m3. 
M.B.C.P. Lond. Principal : 





Study of Inebriety. Thirty — care? ite Husslion 
itudy o ebrie years perience. ent 
and Medical terms and particulars 


References. For terms 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 

LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 

OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 

STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
to direct es attention of the Legal Profession 


to the advantages of his long pe pe of upwards of 
years, in the insertion of all pro forma ae, 
&c., and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B 


pew ge we a tt Sy To 
solutions 0 P. necessary 

Official stamps for ~- SHE and file of ‘‘ London 
Gazette” kept. By appointment. 





FEE 60 GUINEAS 


St — SHIP “CONWAY” 


peg b= 
SS YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
Sr to sccone OFFICERS 


IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. 





SPECLAL NOTICE 10 CIGARETTE CONNOISSEURS 


Aenean 


PLA LI LS 


TRADE MARK 








G “ 

Cigardttes, 
Acknowledged by the whole Legal Profession to be 
the F EST CIGARETTE ever produced, 

The “4 LEGAL’ ” Cigarettes are ‘carefully rolled by hand 
the most experienced Cigarette makers. The Tobacco 
most carefully blended to suit the taste of the best con- 
noisgeurs, and are sold in three different kinds 
SPECIAL EGYPTIAN BLEND— ; i. for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 


and 7/- for 
E for 18; 2/9 for 50; 


EGYPTIAN BLEND Wy 7 
STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA 94, —9d. for 20; 1/9 for 50; 


For Samples, pnd ng ost to— 
THE ‘‘LEGAL’’ CIGARETTE MG. G0O., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





The Companies am | 1862 to 1900, 


BY 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 


Suarez Certiricates, Depentunes, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orrictat Sais designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &., 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE &, 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By FaaxcisJ.Gnxen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lav. 











THECAPT 





BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 





. AT. MILLER. RN 


§. FISHER, 188, Strand. 













T v DLUATION 
PROBA gant Soft 


Ae 





mend our Firm te 
requiring Valuations. 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, ttn ng E.C., and 17 & 18, ‘PICCADILLY, 
LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 


The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
Executors and others 


1772. 





= a re NC 















Suite 
THE 


LEG 





THE P 


o The 
COE 


Ovanexr T 
Tae Liasn 
Broxen’s B 
Account 
Tar Lars 


Oonazsrom: 


